
~~ r\ 

1947 ~- CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 5915 
owned s.rea; to 

1 
the Joint Co~mittee on 

Atomic n:nergy. . 
. 578. Also, petition of the City Council of 
the City o! Chicago, urging the prompt en
ti.Ctment of Wagner-Taft-Ellender housing 
bill; to the Committee on Banking and cur
rency. 

- 579. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the 
membership of the Safety Harbor Townsend 
Club, No. 1, Safety Harbor, Fla., petitioning 
consideration of their resolution with refer
ence to endorsement of the Towr.send plan, 
H. R. 16; to the Commltt~ on Ways and 
Means. 

580. Also, petition of .Miss Emma MacKay, 
Townsend Club, No. 1, Boynton Beach, Pia., 
and others, petitioning ~nEideration of 
their resolution with reference to endorse
ment of the Townsend p~an. H. R. 16; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 28~ 1947 

<Legislative day of Monday, April 21, 
1947) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 
_ The Chaplain, Rev. Peter Marshall, 
D. D., offered the following prayer: 

If Thou, 0 Lord, shouldst mark iniqUl
ties, who among us could stand unafraid 
before Thee? For there is so much bad 
in the best of us, and so much good in 
the worst of us, that we dare not criti
cize each other. But Thou canst reprove 
us all. 

Ere we begin our duties, cleanse Thou 
our minds and hearts. Wbat no proper 
shame kept us fi'om committing, let no 
false shame keep us from confessing. In 
this moment may we find grace to seek 
Thy pardon and find the joy of the 
Gospel of making a new beginning. 

In the power of Christ our Lord and 
Master. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. WHITE, and by 
unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
May 27, 1947. was dispensed with, and 
Ule Journal was approved. 

MESSAGE PROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, ·by Mr. Swanson, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the joint resolution 
<S. J. Res. 107) limiting the application 
of provisions of Federal law to counsel 
employed under Senate Resolution 46 
without amendment. -
ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled joint resolution <S. J. Res. 107) 
limiting the application of provisions of 
Federal law to counsel employed under 
Senate Resolution 46, and it was signed 
by the President pro tempore. 
UNITED STATES PRINCETON UNIVERSITY 

BICENTENNIAL COMMISSIQN 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair appoints the Senator from Vir
ginia [Mr. RoBER~OM] as a member of 
the United· States 'Princeton University 
Bicentennial Commission, in place 'of 

the Senator from 'Utah I Mr. THoMAS], 
resigned. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 

Petitions, etc., were -laid before ihe 
Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
A joint resolution of the Legislature of the 

State of California; to the Committee on 
Public LaJ+ds: 

"Senate Joint Resolution 20 

"Joint resolution relative to memorializing 
Congress to refuse passage ot H. R. 2876, 
creating a Redwood National Park and a 
natic,>n.al-forest area in CaUfornia 
"Whereas H. R. 2876, now pending, proposes 

to create in the northwestern portion of 
Califol'nia a Redwood National Park and a 
national-forest area, in addition to the parks 
and national forests now existing;· and 

"Whereas the purposes for which this 
national park and national-forest area are 
to be created are indefinite or not defined in 
H. R. 2876, while the disadvantages and dis
abilities which will accrue to the State of 
California and to the people of this State 
should this bill become law are at once appar
ent; and 

"Whereas they accrue from the fact that 
this bill would take from private ownership 
and add to the public domain approximately 
2,315,000 acres of highly valuable timber and 
<lther lands. thereby decreasing by more than 
one-hal! the taxable 1U'eas and approximately 
one-hal! of the assessed wealth of the coun
ties of Del Norte, Humboldt, and Mendocino, 
and also by about 85,000 acres 1n Sonoma 
County, placing almost the entire lumbering 
industry of thts part of. California under Fed
eral control and withdrawing from produc
tion o! lumber more than 200,000 acres of 
redwood timber, as a result of which agricul
ture, stock raising, and general business 1n 
the area would also be seriously impaired; .and 

''Whereas the removal of such large areas of 
valuable lands from the assessment rolls 
would so reduce the tax revenue as to disrupt 
the local economy by placing an Intolerable 
burden upon local government and the re
maining property holders 1n the area. seri
ously affecting most adversely the economy o! 
the entire State; and 

"Whereas there 1s no reasonable basis for 
the creation ot further national parks 1n this 
part of the State, since the State <lf Cali
fornia, aided by private donors, has acquired 
and preserved for all time 57,882.2'1 acres of 
the finest groves of redwoods and now ad
ministers for the public In the counties 
named above 43,184 acres of redwood parks 
and is still in the process of acquiring many 
additional thousands of acres for these parks, 
and has also acquired some 36,2'10 feet of 
ocean frontage, and has adopted numerous 
laws and regulations to bring about better 
logging meth<lds, reforestation, and conserva
tion, and for these purposes has within the 
last year acquired some 53,()00 acres of cut
over and virgin timber lands and has em
barked upon a large program of experlmen ta
tlon and development of better reforestation 
methods and more adequate conservation 
controls which this legislature believes to be 
adequate and effective; and 

''Whereas creation of the parks proposed by 
H. R. 2876 would confiict with and seriously 
hamper the State park and reforestation pro
gram of the State of California: Now, there-
fore, be It · 

"Resolved by the Senate and AS8embly of 
the State of California. (jointly). Tbat the 
passage of H. R. 2876 is highly undesirable f<lr 
the reason that the provisions of the blll 
would aceompltsh· no reasonable purpose but 
would seriously and most adversely affect the 
eeonomtc and cultural interests <l1 the entire 
State of California; and be it further 

.. Reao.lved, That the Congress of the United 
States, particUlarly the Senators and Repre-

sentatives of the State of California 1n the 
National Congress, and especially Mrs. HELEN 
GAHAGAN DoUGLAS, author of H. R. 2876, are 
hereby memorialized vigorously to oppose the 
passage of H. R. 2876; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the secretary of the senate 
forthwith transmit copies of this resolution 
to the chairman and members of the House 
Committee on Agriculture and to each Sena
tor and Representative from California in the 
Congress <Jf the United States." 

Two joint resolutions of the Legislature 
of the State of California; to the Commit
tee on Appropriations: 

"Senate Joint Resolution 3 
"Joint resolution relative to memorializing 

Congress to increase Federal aid to the 
Veterans' Home of -California, at Yountville 
"Whereas there is a home for aged and 

disabled ·honorably discharged veterans of 
the United States, known as the Veterans' 
Home of California, situated at Yountville, 
Napa County; and -

"Whereas the said home is supported 
jointly by the Federal Government and the 
State of California, the current Federal con
tribution being at the rate of $300 per 
annum for each veteran domiciled there; 
and · 

"Whereas the cost of food products and 
supplies and materials of all kinds entering 
into the upkeep and maintenance of the 
said institution now prevalllng is substan
tially in excess of normal, due to World War 
conditions: Now, therefore. 'be it 

"Resolved by the Senate ana Assembly of 
the State oj California (jointly). That the 
Congress and President of the United States 
are urged and memorialized to cause an in
crease to be made in the Federal aid to the 
said Veterans' Home of Call!ornla, at Yount
ville, from $300 to $500 per capita, per year,· 
and be It further 

"Reso1ved, That the secretary of the sen
ate 1s · directed to transmit copies of this 
resolution to the President of the United 
States, to the President or the Senate and 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives, 
and to each Senator and Representative from 
California in the Congress of the United 
States." 

"Senate Joint Resolution 10-
"Joint resolution memor1allzlng the Presi

dent and Congress of the United States in 
relation to providing funds for · a contin
ued Federal-aid highway program 
"Wh~ the construction of an adequate 

system of interstate highways as authoriZed 
by act ot Congress has necessarily been de-
terred during the war years; and 

"Whereas our wartime experience h8s dem
onstrated that such a system of highways is 
both indispensable to our national defense 
and essential to our peacetime economy; and 

.. Whereas more and more motorists are 
traveling throughout the Nation tr8.nscon
tinentally and along the coastal regions; 
and 

"Whereas such traveling imposes partic
ularly heavy use of California's hJghway.s 
and bridges which were necessarily subjected 
to heavy use by military vehicles and ve
hicles engaged 1n the transportation of 
equipment and materials for the war effort 
during the war years; ·and 

"Whereas the additional cost necessary to 
provide adequate national defense arteries, 
including heavier bridges and roadbeds 
should be _borne by all the taxpayers of the 
Nation; Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved 1lg the Senate and Assembly of 
"the Sta.te oj California (jointly). That the 
President and the Congress of the United 
States are respectfully memori.a.ll2led and 
requested to take .such steps as may be nec
essary to provide continued Federal appro
priations to aid the States in the develop
ment ot an adequate system of interstate 
highways anc:t Federal-aid highwaya on the 
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basis of a long-range program of Federal
State cooperative activity." 

A concurrent resolution of the Legislature 
of t he State of Oklahoma; to the Committee 
on Publlc Lands: 

"Senate Concurrent Resolution 2 
"Concurrent resolution memoriallzing Con

gress to gran t its consent to uniform taxa
t ion of cer tain Indian properties, which 
are taxed by the Federal Government and 
which are irr.mune or claimed to be im
mune from State taxation 

"'ro the Honorable the Congress of the United 
States of Amer ica: 

"Whereas t h ere remains, nontaxable, 
2,785,477 acres of Ind~an-owned lands lo
cated within the State of Oklahoma; and 

"Wh ereas by recent decisions of the Su
preme Court of the United States, there has 
been a general revision of the trend toward 
holding instrumentalities of the Federal 
Government free from State taxation; and 

"Whereas the Federal Government itself 
imposes inheritance and income taxes against 
the trust funds and earnings of trust funds 
and all o! the earnings from the sale of 
mineral resources, including oil and gas pro
duction from Indian lands and trust funds 
and securities held in the Treasury of the 
United States in trust for Indians; and 

"Whereas as to the Five Civilized Tribes, 
the ·supreme Court in the case of Oklahoma 
v. United States, has recently held that all 
personal property, all cash and securities 
held in trust by the Government for full
blood Indians and all real estate, except that 
real estate which is exempt from ad valorem 
taxes, either by act of Congress or by pro
visions in trust deeds or patents is subject 
to the inheritance, gift, and transfer tax 
laws of the State of Oklahoma; and 

"Whereas there are many other tribes of 
Indians, the taxability of whose property is 
still in doubt and will result in a large 
amount of litigation; and 

"Whereas it is within the power of Con
gress to make provision for the taxation of 
such Indian properties and the income there
from should be the subject of State taxa
tion; and 

"Whereas in the absence of such action on 
the part of Congress, the State is put to much 
expense, trouble, and inconvenience in try
ing to impose taxes on the same properties 
which are taxed by the Federal Government; 
and 

"Whereas as stated by the Supreme Court 
of the United States, in the above-cited case, 
as follows: 

"'Congress cannot have intended to im
pose Federal income and inheritance taxes 
on the Indians and at the same time ex
empt them by implication from similar State 
taxes. , 

" 'Congress has passed laws under which 
Indians have become full-fledged citizens of 
the State of Oklahoma. Oklahoma supplies 
for them and their children schools, roads, 
courts, police protection, and all the other 
ben efits of an ordered society. Citizens of 
Oklahoma must pay for these benefits. If 
some pay less, others must pay more. Since 
Oklahoma has becorr.e a State it has been 
authoritatively stated that tax losses result
ing from tax immunity of Indians has totaled 
more than $125,000,000. If Congress in
tended to relieve these Indians from the 
burden of a State inheritance tax 1lS a con
sequence of our national policy toward In
dians, there is still no reason why we should 
imply that it intended the burden to be 
borne so heavily by one State. 

" 'Restricted cash and securities and lands 
not specifically exempt by acts of Congress 
from direct taxation and miscellaneous per
sonal property and insurance, all belonging 
to members of the Five Civlllzed Tribes in 
Oklahoma held not exempt by any existing 
legislation from State estate taxation': Now, 
therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate of the State ot 
Oklahoma (the House of Representatives 
concurring therein) : • 

"SECTION 1. That the Congress of the 
United States be memorialized to immedi
ately pass a uniform act in which the rights 
of the States to tax the same properties be
longing to restricted Indians, which is taxed 
by the Federal Government, and that such 
act be made to apply alike to all . Indian 
tribes and individual restricted Indians lo
cated within the State of Oklahoma. 

"SEc. 2. Provided, That nothing herein is 
in tended to levy any tax on the allotted or 
selected homesteads of any restricted Indian 
and provided that the State disavows any 
purpose or intention of providing any tax 
lien against any restricted real estate of In
dians within the State of Oklahoma, which 
would result in the levying of any process or 
execution against such properties as would 
interfere with, or molest the rights of oc
cupancy and enjoyment thereof by such 
India.n citizens of the State of Oklahoma. 

"Adopted by the senate the 3d day o! May 
1947. 

"Adopted by the house of representatives 
the 7th day of May 1947." 

A petition of the members of the Valdosta 
(Ga.) Townsend Club, No.2, praying for the 
enactment of the so-called Townsend plan to 
provide old-age assistance; to the Committee 
on Finance. 

A resolution adopted by the Patrolmen's 
Benevolent Association, New York City, N.Y., 
favoring the enactment of legislation to ex
empt from income tax pension payments 
paid to former municipal employees; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

A r~olut!on adopted by the Brotherhood 
of Railway and Steamship Clerks, Freight 
Handlers, Express and Station Employees, at 
its eighteenth regular and fourth quadren
nial convention, Cincinnati, Ohio, favoring 
the enactment of Senate bi11 1048, to raise 
the minimum-wage standards of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938; to the Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

By Mr. THOMAS ot Oklahoma: 
A concurrent resolution of the Legislature 

of the State of Oklahoma; to the Committee 
on Appropriations: 

·•senate Concurrent Resolution 12 
"Concurrent resolution memorializing Oon-. 

gress to appropriate funds to pay losses 
suffertld by the cotton farmers of Okla
h oma. which !asses were covered by Fed
eral crop insurance 
"Whereas many cotton farmers of the 

St at e of Oklahoma have unpaid claims against 
the Federal Government arising under the 
Federal crop-insurance program of the 
United States; and . 

''Whereas these farmers borrowed money 
from banks to plant and cultivate their cot- · 
ton crop of 1946, which loans are long past 
due because of the failure of said crops and 
because of the failure of the Federal Govern
ment to pay .the Federal crop insurance 
thereon; and 

"Whereas said farmers have been advised 
that the reason for the failure of the Federal 
Government to pay said .claims is that the 
appropriation therefor has been exhausted: 
Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Senate of the Twenty
first Legislature. of the State of Oklahoma 
(the House of Representatives concurring 
therein): 

"SECTION 1. That the Congress of the 
United States of America be and it is hereby 
memorialized to immediately make an ap
propriation and pass the necessary laws to 
pay the 1946 cotton crop losses of the farmers 
of the State of Oklahoma, which losses were 
covered by Federal crop insurance. 

"SEc. 2. That the secretary of the senate 
be, and he is hereby, directed to transmit a 

· copy of this resolution to each of the foH.ow
. ing: To each member o! the Oklahoma dele-

gation in Congress, the_ chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture of the United 
States Senate, the chairman of the Commit
t-ee on Agriculture · of the United States 
House of Representatives, the Secretary of 
Agriculture of the United States, the Depart
ment of Federal Crop Insurance, Washington, 
D. c., and the Agriculture Adjustment Ad
ministrator, Washington, D. C. · 

"Adopted by the senate April 8, 1947. 
"Adopted by the house of representatives 

the 14t h day of April 1947." 
By Mr. CAPPER: 

A pet ition signed by 101 citizens of Win
field, Kans., praying for the enactment of 
Senate bill 265, to prohibit the transporta
tion of alcoholic-beverage advertising in 
interstate commerce; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

PROTEST AGAINST LIQUOR ADVERTISING 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I have 
received petitions signed by several hun
dred people in Connecticut, strongly ad
vocating the passage of Senate bill 265, 
to prohibit the transportation of alco
holic-beverage advertising in interstate 
commerce, introduced by the Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. CAPPERL These peti
tions have been submitted to me by Mrs. 
Norma Burgess Moore, president of the 
Connecticut Woman's Christian Tern
perance Union. I should like to have it 
appear that these petitions have been 
received and that a note has been made 
of them in the RECORD. I will giye to the 
clerk a notation of the number of the 
petitions, so that they may be referred 
to the proper committee. I do not think 
they should be printed in the RECORD, be
because they are quite lengthy and would 
occupy a great deal of space. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the petitions presented by 
the Senator from Connecticut will be re
ceived and referred to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

REPORT OF A COMMITI'EE 

The following report of a committee 
was submitted: 

By Mr. MALONE (for Mr. REVERCOMB), from 
the Committee on Public Works: 

lf. R. 1412. A bill to grant to the Arthur 
Alexander Post, No. 68, the American Legion, 
of Belzoni, Miss., all of the reversionary 
interest reserved to the United States in 
lands conveyed to said post pursuant to act 
of Congress approved June 29, 1938; without 
amendment (Rept. No. 209). 

CONSTITUTION OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
LABOR ORGANIZATION INSTRUMENT 
OF AMENDMENT-REPORT OF A COM
MITI'EE 

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President, 
from the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions, I ask unanimous consent to report 
favorably without amendment the joint 
resolution <S. J. Res. 117> providing for 
acceptance by tbe United States of Amer
ica of the Constitution of the Interna
tional Labor Organization Instrument of 
Amendment, and further authorizing an 
appropriation for payment of the United 
States share of the expenses of member
ship and for expenses of participation by 
the United States, adopted in Montreal 
in 1946, and I submit a report <No. 208) 
thereon. 

The annual conference of the Interna
tionai Labor Organization will be held in 
Geneva, beginning June 19. This report 
provides for the acceptance on the part 
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ot the United States· of the amended 
Constitution of the International Labor 
Organization. The amended constitu
tion in nowise changes our relationship 
with the International Labor Organiza
tion. I am sure there will be no objection 
to the acceptance of the amended con
stitution. Therefore, Mr. President, at 

~ the first opportunity I shall ask for the 
consideration of the joint resolution. and 
accompanying report. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the report will be r~ceived, 
and the joint resolution will be placed on 
the calendar. 
REPORT OF JOINT COMMITTEE ON RE

DUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL FEDERAL 
EXPENDITURES, RELAT.ING TO ASSETS 
OF WHOLLY OWNED FEDERAL GOVERN
MENT CORPORATIONS. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, following 
conversation earlier in the current ses
sion of Congress between the chairman 
of ·the Subcommittee on Appropriations 
for Government Corporations, Mr. 
FERGUSON, and myself, the staff of the 
Joint Committee on Reduction of Non
essential Federal Expenditures was re
quested by the senior Senator from Vir
ginia to compile the assets of the corpo-

. rations which are wholly owned and 
operated by the Federal Government. 

This compilation has been made, and 
it reveals that the Federal Government's 
wholly owned and operated corporations 
are holding assets totaling more than 
$15,500,000,000. 
· While this study is somewhat in the 
nature of a follow-up to the Corporation 
Control Act of 1945, which was sponsored 

- by the Joint Committee on Reduction of 
Nonessential Federal Expenditures, it 
actually was undertaken with a view to 
the necessity for retrenchment in all 
phases of Federal activity. The study 
was designed primarily to develop infor
mat'ion from which appropriate com
mittees of Congress might determine 
whether these corporate agencies are 
holding assets which might be liquidated 
and the proceeds applied to the costs of 
Government. · 

Exclusive of Government corporations 
o:t mixed ownership, and those in liqui
dation, the assets of 20 active wholly 
owned corporations, and their subsidi
aries, total $15,698,089,707. These assets, 
.largely in terms of book value, may be 
summarized as follows: 
Cash on hand, in banks and 

on deposit _______________ $1, 250, 935, 984 
Accounts receivable_________ 499, 792, 291 
Loans receivable____________ 3, 719, 370, 798 
Deferred charges____________ 39, 266, 137 
Real property--------------- 8, 095, 267, 469 
Plant and operating equip-

ment ____________________ 5,206,769,133 
Furniture and fixtures______ 81, 172 
Inventories of goods and 

commodities on hand_____ 1,..378, 209,602 
Investments----------------. 486,673,013 
Miscellaneous assets________ 21,724,108 

Total assets__________ 16, 698, 089, '107 

The study under discussion was con
fined entirely to assets, but for the in
formation of the Senate, the President's 
budget for the fisc~l year 1948, estiinates 
liabilities of the corporations at $14,161,-
000,000. 

In view of the interest in this matter. 
which has been indicated by the· chair
man of"the Senate Subcommittee on Ap
propriations for Government Corpora
tions, I submit a draft of a report on As
sets of Wholly Owned Federal Govern
ment Corporations, Fiscal Year 1947 to 
the Senate and request that it be referred 
to the Senate Appropriations Commit
tee for its information and use if de
sired. If more detail should be _required, 
the entire file of information on which 
this report is based is available to the 
Appropriations Committees of the Con
gress. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the report will be received, 
referred to the Committee on Appropria
tions, and will be printed. 

-TREASURY AND POST OFFICE DEPART
MENTS APPROPRIATIONS, 1948-MINOR
ITY VIEWS (PT. 2 OF S. REPT. NO. 201) 

Mr. HAYDEN .submitted the views of 
the minority of the Committee on Ap
propriations on the bill <H. R. 2436) , 
making appropriations for the Treasury 
and Post Ofiiee Departments for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1943, and for other 
purposes, which were ordered to be 
printed. 
EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 

nominations were submitted: 
By Mr. BUCK, from the Committee on the 

District of Columbia: 
Charles A. Robinson, of-the District of Co

lumbia, to be a member of the District of 
Columbia R·edevelopment Land Agency for 
the unexpired term of 3 years from March 4, 
1947. . 

By Mr. TAFT, from the Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare: 

Hugh L . C. Wilkerson, and sundry other 
candidates for promotions in the Regular 
Corps of the Public Health Service; 

Kenneth W. Chapman and Elmer J . Her
ringer for promotions in the Regular Corps 
of the Public Health Service; 

Charles P. White, and sundry other can
didates for appointm~nts and promotions-in 
the Regular Corps of the Public Health Serv
Ice; and 

Henry C. Schumacher, and sundry other 
candidates for appointments in the Regular 
Corps of the Public Health Service. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the :first 
time, and, ".Jy unanimous consent, the 
seco~d time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. LODGE (for- himself and Mr. 
MCGRA':f;H); . 

S. 1356. A bill providing for the incorpo
ration of the Franco-Am.erican War Veter
ans; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CAPPER: 
S. 1357. A blll for the relief of Miss Ida 

L. -Rollins; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. . 

(Mr. O'CONOR intx:oduced Senate bill 1358, 
to extend for 1 year the time within which 
application may be made for benefits under 
the Armed Forces Leave Act of 1946, which 
was referred to the Committee on Armed . 
Services, and appears under a separate head- ' 
ing.) . 

By Mr. HATCH: 
S. 1359. A bill providing for the adminis

tration by the Bureau of Land Management 
under the act of June 28, 1934 ( 48 Stat . . 
1269) of certain lands in certain western 
States, valuable for grazing, acquired by the 
United States under various relief and 

emergency acts; to the Committee on Publtc 
Lands. 

By Mr. WHERRY: 
8.1860. A bill for the relief of Eric Bed

don; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. McCARTHY: 

S. 1361. A bill to amend the United States 
Housing Act of 1937 so as to permit capital 
grants for low-rent-housing and slum-clear
ance .Projects where construction costs ex
ceed present cost limitations upon condition 
that local housing agencies pay the difference 
between cost limitations and the actual con
struction costs; to the Committee on Bank
ing and CUrrency. 

VETERANS' TERMINAL-LEAVE PAY 

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, I ask 
unanilnous consent to introduce for ap
propriate reference and printing in the 
RECORD a bill. I also ask. unanimous 
consent to present for printing in the 
RECORD an explanatory statement I have 
prepared relative to the desirability of 
extending the time within which veter
ans of the armed services may apply for 
terminal-leave pay. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the bill will be received 
and appropriately referred, and, with
out objection, the bill and statement will 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill 
<S. 1358), to. extend for 1 year the time 
within which application may be made 
for benefits under the Armed Forces 
Leave Act of 1946, introduced by Mr. 
O'CoNoR, was received, referred t"o the 
Committee on Armed Services, and or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc.) That section 5 of the 
Armed Forces Leave Act of 1946 is amended 
by striking out "September 1, 1947" wherever 
it appears in such section and inserting in 
lieu thereof "~eptember 1, 1948.'' 

The statement presented by Mr. 
O'CONOR was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows= : · 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR HERBERT R •. O'CONOR 

One point on which I am confident every 
Member of the Senate of the United States 
will be in full accord, is the desire to see 
that the veterans of our country have full 
opportunity to · a van themselves ·of all the 
benefits which their grateful -country has 
provided for them. One of these benefits 
which has unquestionably been of outstand
ing assistance to · thousands of men and 
women as they resume their civilian careers, 
has been their terminal-leave pay, the pri
mary purpose and function of which were to 
tide over the period of their reentry into 
gainful occupation. 

The purpose of this bill, as of course every 
Senator understands, is to provide financial 
remuneration to all members of the services 
who did not enjoy the full amount of leave 
to which their length of service entitled 
them. 

In many cases this was because the men 
were constantly on duty 1n the field where 
there was little or no opportunity to secure 
leave. 

Under Public Law 704 of the Seventy-ninth 
Congress, section 5, it is provised that en
listea members of. the armed forces, dis
charged prior · to · September 1, 1946, and 
former tnlisted members of the armed forces, 
discharged prior to the date of enactment 
of this act, shall be entitled to be com
pensated _for such days of leave to which 
they were entitled but which were not 
granted them. Provision is made in the act 
that 1f application is made to the Secretary 
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of War not later than September 1, 1947, 
he shall be paid the amount to which he 
shall be entitled. 

My investigation and ~nquiries have shown 
me that a large number of former service 
people have not, up to this time, made ap
plication for the pay due them. 

On checking with the various services I 
am advised that the following situation 
exists: 

Army estimates are that approximately 
1,000,000 veterans have not _applied. Of this 
number, we are further advised, at least 
300,000, who will have sizable amounts due 
them, will not have made application by 
September 1, of this year. 

With regard to the ·Navy, ad vices are that 
some 300,000 former Nayy personnel have 
not as yet applied for their terminal-leave 
pay. In addition to these, some 13,000 ap
plicants who have filed have not received 
their terminal-leave pay because their ap
plications have been improperly filled out or 
the return addresses are incorrect. 

The figures quoted for the Navy include 
the eligibles in the United States Marine 
Corps but do not include some 100,000 vet
erans of the Coast Guard who have not made 
application and who sooner or later might 
be expected to want the benefits of this law. 

Inasmuch as the Congress is eKpected to 
adjourn before the expiration date, Sep
tember 1, 1947, and in order to protect the 
interest of those men and women who, for 
one reason or another, will not have filed 
their applications for terminal-leave pay, I 
have prepared a bill, which I will submit 
herewith, to extend the period for filing 
terminal-leave pay applications until Sep
_tember 1, 1948. 

EXTENSION OF TIME FOR PUBLIC LANDS 
COMMITTEE TO MAKE REPORT ON 
STUDIES AND INVESTIGATIONS 
Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, the 

Committee on Public Lands finds it 
necessary to ask for a short extension of 
time within which to make a final · report 
on Senate Resolution 315. We are ask
ing for an extension to June 15, 1947. It 
means no additional expense. The time 
is necessary in order to prepare the 
report. · 

Therefore I ask unanimous consent to 
submit a resolution and request its 
immediate consideration. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion <S. Res. 118> was read, consitlered 
by unanimous consent, and agreed to, as 
follows: 

Resolved, That the authority granted to 
the Committee on Public Lands and Surveys 
under Senate Resolution 315, Seventy-ninth 

· Congress, agreed to July 30, 1946, relating to 
studies and investigations of matters re
.ferred to such committee as heretofore 
extended, is hereby further extended to 
June 15, 1947, for the purpose of allowing 
additional time in which to make a report 
to the Congress. 

RECLASSIFICATION OF CERTAIN SAL
ARIES IN THE POSTAL SERVICE
AMENDMENT 

Mr. BALDWIN submitted an amend
ment intended to be proposed by him to 
the bill <S. 808) to amend the act en
titled "An act to reclassify the salaries 
of postmasters, officers, and employees 
of the postal service; to establish uni
form procedures for - computing com
pensation; and for other purposes," ap
proved July 6, 1945, which was referred 
to the Committee on Civil Service and 
ordered to be printed. 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR. CHAVEZ BEFORE 
SOCIETY OF NATIVES OF THE DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA 

[Mr. CHAVEZ asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an address de
livered by him before the Society of Natives 
of the' District of Columbia, which appears 
in th_e Appendix.] 

OUR STAKE IN GERMAN ECONOMIC RE
COVERY -ADDRESS BY M. S. SZYMCZAK 
[Mr. VANDENBERG asked and obtained 

leave to have printed in the REcORD an ad
dress entitled "Our Stake in German Eco
nomic Recovery," delivered by Hon. M. S. 
Szymczak before the Economic Club of De
troit, Mich., on May 19, 1947, which appears 
in the Appendix.] 

ADDRESS BY EDWARD KEATING BEFORE 
COLORADO MlNING ASSOCIATION 

[Mr. McCARRAN asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD an address en
titled "Have We a 'Labor . Problem'?" de
livered by Edward Keating. editor of Labor 
at the annual meeting of the Colorado Min
ing Association, at Denver, Colo ., on February 
8, 1947, which appears in the Appendix.] 

WOOL AN:D RECIPROCITY-EDITORIAL 
FROM THE WASHINGTON EVENING 
STAR 

[Mr. HATCH asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an editorial en
titled "Wool and Reciprocity," published in 
the Washington Evening Star for May 27, 
1947; which appears In the Appendix.] 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING SENATE 
SESSION 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the· Committee on 
the District of Columbia may meet at 
this time. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the order is made. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare or a sub
committee thereof be privileged to sit 
this afternoon during the session of the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the order is made. 
REDUCTION OF INDIVIDUAL INCOME-TAX 

PAYMENTS 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 1), to reduce individual 
income-tax payments. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc
CLELLAN] to House bill 1. 

Mr. MTIJJKIN. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the 
following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aik-en 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushfteld 
Butler 
Cain 
Capehart 

Capper 
Chavez 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell · 
Downey 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 

Fulbright 
George 
Green 
Gurney 
Hatch 
Hawkes 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Hoey 
Holland 
Ives 
Jenner 

Johnson, Colo. Millikin Taylor 
Johnston, 5. C. Moore Thomas, Okla. 
Kern Morse Thomas, Utah 
Knowland Murray Thye 
Langer O'Conor Tydings 
Lodge o·n·aniel Umstead 
Lucas Pepper Vandenberg 
McCarran Reed Watkins 
McCarthy Revercomb Wherry 
McClellan R')bertson, Va. Whlt e 
McFarland Robertson, Wyo. Wilt:y 
McMahon Russell Williams 
Magnuson Saltonstall Wilson • 
Malone Smith Young 
Martin Sparkman 

. Maybank Taft 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
TOBEY] is absent because of illness in his 
family. 

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the Sen
ator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] is absent 
on official business. 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
KILGORE], the Renator from Rhode Is
land [Mr. McGRATH], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MYERS), and the Sen
ator from Tennessee [Mr. STEWART] are 
detained on public business. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
McKELLAR J, the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'MAHONEY], and the Senator from 
New York [Mr. WAGNER] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
OVERTON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
LoDGE in the chair). Eighty-five Sena
tors having answered to their names, a 
quorum is present. 
CONFIRMATION OF NOMINATION OF 

ROBERT A. LOVETT TO BE UNDER SEC
RETARY OF STATE 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
wish to submit a unanimous-consent re
quest which I apprehend will lead to no 
discussion. I have talked the matter over 
with the majority leader and the mi
nority leader, and the request has their 
approval. 

On the Executive Calendar is the nom
ination of Mr. Robert A. Lovett, of New 
York, to succeed Dean G. Acheson as 
Under Secretary of State. M . Acheson 
will leave the service the latter part of 
ne~t month, and it is very essential that 
Mr. Lovett should be promptly con
firmed so that he can rr~ove into the 
State Department at once to familiarize 
himself with the tremendously wide
spreading duties involved in his assign
ment. The nomination has the unani
mous approval of the Senate Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

All Senators know of Mr. Lovett's ante
cedents, and I am sure there is no pos
sible objection to the confirmation of 
his nomination. Therefore, as in execu
tive session, I am asking unanimous con
sent that the nomination of N:r. Lovett 
to be Under Secretary of State be con
firmed, · and that the President may be 
notified at once of the confirmation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Michigan asks unanimous 
consent that, as in executive session, the 
nomination of Robert A. Lovett to be 
Under Secretary of State be confirmed, 
and that the President be notified at once. 
Is there objection? The Chair hears 
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none, the nomination is confirmed, and 
the President will be notified forthwith. 
REDUCTION OF INDIVIDUAL ~COME-TAX 

PAYMENTS 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 1> to reduce individual 
income-tax payments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Arkan
sas [Mr. McCLELLAN}, which will be 
stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the end of the 
·bill it is proposed to add the following 
new section: 

SEc. 7. Family partnerships, partners not 
contributing to partnership fUnds. 

Section 3797 (a) (2) of the Internal Reve
nue Code, as amended, is amended by add
ing at the end thereof a new sentence a.s fol
lows: "The fact that he is related to another 
member, or that his interest in such syndi
cate, group, pool, Joint venture, or organiza
tion may have been obtained through gift or 
loan from another member, or without the 
contribution by himself of any money or 
other property, shall' not affect a member's 
status a.s a partner: Provided, That the 
amendment made by this section shall be ap
plicable with respect to taxable years be
ginning after December 31, 1938." 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, the 
pending amendment, offered by me, if 
agreed to and finally enacted into law, 
will correct in part the injustice which 
I sought to correct in full by the amend
ment which I previously offered, and 
which was rejected yesterday. ·In the 
course of the debate and discussion of the 
amendment which I offered yesterday, it 
was frequently pointed out on the floor of 
the Senate by various Senators that in 
non-community-property States, not
withstanding that the husband may de
sire to make his wife a full partner by 
voluntarily giving· to her a half interest, 
or any other. interest he may choose, in 
his business and in his property, and in 
consummation of which he executes the 
necessary legal documents and papers 
under State law so as to constitute her 
his business par:tner and the owner of 
a one-half interest, or any other desig
nated and specified interest, in his prop
erty and in his business, which he is en
titled to do under the law of the State, so 
she may share in the income in propor
tion to the interest she thus acquires, and 
notwithstanding that such procedure is 
legal, notwithstanding that it is the only 
way in the non-community-property 
States that a husband who desires to do 
so can give his wife the full benefit of 
community-property status which she 
would have if they were both citizens of 
a State in which there was in effect a 
community-property law, the Internal 
Revenue Bureau still will not recognize 
that legal transaction for the purpose 
of income-tax collections. 

Mr. President, the Internal Revenue 
Department recognizes the community
property law of community-property 
States and permits the husband and the 
wife to split their incomes for taxpaying 
purposes. That results in a discrimina
tion against the husband and wife in 
nrm-commwiity-property States. But 
when the husband in a non-community-

property State undertakes to comply 
with the law of his State by executing 
the legal · documents necessary to give 
full force and effect, legally and other
wise, his purpose to make his wife a part
ner in his business so that she may share 
his income equally with him, the same 
Internal Revenue Bureau which recog
nizes the community-property State law 
so as to give a tax advantage to one who 
lives in a coinmunity-property State, re
fuses to recognize the partnership laws 
which are in effect in my State and in 37 
other States of the Union under which 
a husband in any of those States may as
sociate his wife with him as a legal 
partner. 

Mr. President, as I have stated, the 
pending amendment will only correct in 
part the major evil which I sought to 
correct yesterday by the amendment 
presented by me then, which was re
jected by the Senate. I say the pending 
amendment will only correct the evil in 
part. Let us consider a professional man, 
a lawyer or a doctor, who desires to asso
ciate his wife with him in his profession. 
If the lawyer's wife .is not also a lawyer, 
or if the doctor's wife is not also a doctor, 
then he could not effectuate such an ar
rangement as I have referred to,· because 
there would be no conveyance of prop
erty. The wife may not be licensed to 
practice medicine or to practice law, and 
therefore the husband could not convey 
to her a half interest to form an asso
ciation for the practice of law or for the 
practice ·of medicine because she could 
not meet the legal requirements to ob
tain the license necessary to participate 
in such a partnership. So such individ
uals could not take advantage of the 
pending amendment by forming a part-
nership. · 

But, Mr. President, there have been 
many partnerships formed in the non
community-property States by the hus
band either giving to his wife an interest 
in his business, or, in many instances, by 
the wife actually· investing her own 
money, her own capital, her own earn
ings in her husband's business. Yet she 
is not recognized as a bona fide partner 
by the Internal Revenue Bureau because 
the Bureau says that notwithstanding 
she put her own money into the · busi
ness, notwithstanding she bought an in
terest in the business, just as any indi
vidual not having any relationship to the 
husband by blood or marriage could do
notwithstanding she does that, neither 
she nor the husband, in spite of the fact 
that they have paid a gift tax on the 
transaction, can obtain the benefit that 
is given to citizens of community-prop
erty States for tax purposes unless she 
actually works in the business, helps 
manage the business, and gives her time 
and supervision to it just as if she were 
an employee. 

Mr. President, that position is wrong. 
We who condemn it ·were chastised a bit 
yesterday on the floor of the Senate by 
the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. 
CoNNALLY]. I shall not undertake to 
quote his words verbatim, but he chas
tised us for the position we took, and 
said, "You ought to pass community-

property laws in your States, and then 
you would have every advantage we now 
have." Certainly that is true, Mr. Pres
ident, but we have passed a law which 
is quite as binding as are the community
property State laws. We have just as 
much right to pass a partnership law as 
does the State of Texas to pass a com
munity-property law, and the operation 
of our law makes just as legal the trans
fer of property by the husband to the 
wife as do community-property State 
laws which compel the equal division of 
property and income between husband 
and wife. Yet our law is not recognized 
by the Internal Revenue Bureau. 

Mr. President, I want to say, with re
spect to the remarks of the able Senator 
from Texas, that if it be true, as he con
tends, that under community-property 
law the wife is recognized as an equal 
partner, and is entitled to half the earn
ings of the husband by reason of the 
fact that she may supervise a home and 
do the work for the partnership that is 
required to be done as a housewife, then 
why should the Internal Revenue Bureau 
say that if the wife lives in a non-com
munity-property State she cannot have 
the same recognition unless she leaves 
her home and goes out and works in her 
husband's office or in his factory or on 
his farm or · in some business in which 
he may be engaged? Why can she not 
still remain just the wife charged with 
the household duties? When has it be
come the prerogative of the Government 
of the United States to say where a man's 
wife may work or may not work before 
'she may become a partner with her hus
band in any business enterprise? 

My amendment will correct that situa
tion, Mr. President. All we are asking 
is to eliminate such an evil. I do not 
see how the Senate can consistently deny 
that relief to us. Of course, the adop
tion of the pending amendment will not 
by any means have the impact of loss of 
revenue that the adoption of the amend
ment which was acted upon yesterday 
would have had. No one can estimate 
exactly, or within reasonable approxima
tion, what the loss of revenue would be 
under the pending amendment, but cer
tainly, Mr. President, the loss in revenue 
will be in no sense as great as the loss 
which would have occurred had the 
amendment under discussion yesterday 
been adopted. 

The principal objection raised against 
the amendment acted on yesterday, and 
the reason which many assigned for 
voting against it, was that the Govern
ment could not stand the loss of revenue 
which would result from it, in addition 
to the loss of revenue which will result 
from the passage of H. R. 1, as amended 
by the Senate. This amendment does 
not involve that much loss. The 
amendment merely provides that the 
laws of my State and of 37 other States 
in the Union shall have the same status, 
the same force and effect, and the same 
recognition by the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue for purposes of tax collection, 
as have the laws· of community-property 
States for the benefit of husband and 
wife in the payment of their income 
taxes. 
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I do not · believe that anyone can suc

cessfully defend the position of opposi
tion to this amendment except possibly 
on the ground that it would cause a 
slight loss of revenue in the Federal 
Treasury during the next year and the 
years to come. Mr: President, the small 
amount of revenue which might be in
volved is not so precious or so nec·essary 
as to warrant the lawmakers of this 
Government in disregarding a sacred 
obligation to enact laws which are 
honest and which do equity among the 
citizens of the Nation. Any Senator who 
desires to oppose the amendment has 
the right to do so; but I could not with 
good conscience take such a position with 
reference to the citizenship of any other 
State. 

Mr. President, I wish to revert to the 
amendment which was rejected yester
day. The vote has already been taken. 
I have no quarrel with any Senator who 
voted against it. I am somewhat dis
appointed although I did not expect the 
amendment to be adopted. However, in 
view of the arguments and reasons as
signed pro and con, and the discussion 
by the ablest Members of this body, I 
find that there is but one valid reason 
given why that amendment was not 
adopted. I think it was because it was 
felt that the Treasury at this time could 
not stand such a loss of revenue, and be
cause there were other inequalities and 
inequities in the tax law which ough.t to 
be removed . . 

The vote on the amendment was 29 
for and 51 against, with 6 other Mem
bers of this body paired in favor of the 
amendment, making a total of 35 Mem
pers of this body, more than a third, who 
have gone on record as favoring the cor
rection of this flagrant inequality and 
injustice. That large number gives me 
;hope and encouragement. Furthermore, 
yesterday a number of Senators gave ex
pression to the hope, the purpose, and 
the intent that in a general tax revision 
bill this serious problem of flagrant dis
crimination shall be given early con
sideration with a view to removing it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to em

phasize again the things which were 
said on that subject yesterday. Since 
yesterday I have read the Senator's re
marks, and I congratulate him on hav
ing made a most able presentation of his 
viewpoint. 
. Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sena
tor. Let me say for the RECORD that a 
number of Senators have spoken to me 
personally about this matter, both dur
ing the course of debate and since the 
vote was taken yesterday. Although 
they could not support the amendment 
yesterday because they felt that the im
pact of loss of revenue would be too great, 
they have assured me that at the earliest 
opportunity, when a general revision bill 
is presented containing a provision simi
lar to the amendment whch I offered 
yesterday, it will have their support. 

I make reference to that fact because 
I want the people of the 38 States af
fected to know that, notwithstanding the 
vote of this body yesterday was ad
verse, there have been expressions on 

the fl·oor of this Senate and in private 
conversation by a number of Senators, 
of assurance that consideration of the 
problem will not be unduly delayed.. 
Mr. President a sufficient number, to
gether with those recorded in favor of 
the amendment, have so expressed them
selves, as will insure its passage. I want 
the people who are bearing this burden 
to know this Senate has now pledged 
relief. I want to give them encourage
ment, as I review the record which was 
made yesterday and the assurances 
which have been given by Senators who 
felt that under the particular circum
stances at the moment they could not 
vote for the amendment, that they are 
conscious of this travesty upon justice, 
and that as speedily as possible they will 
make a diligent effort, as honest legis
lators, to correct this injustice. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. I rise to join in what the 

Senator from Colorado has just said 
about the able argument made by the 
Senator from Arkansas yesterday. Both 
yesterday and today he has pointed 
graphically to a situation which, in my 
opinion, requires correction. I empha
size the point that there should be no 
difference between the community
property States and the non-community-

. property States in making the necessary 
adjustments. I shall vote against the 
Senator's amendment today, partly for 
the same reasons which actuated me in 
voting against the amendment which he 
offered yesterday. The Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN], chairman of 
the committee, has assured us that his 
committee will consider these questions. 
The people of the community-property 
States are at present suffering from some 
injustices which we think should be cor
rected. I am very anxious to have the 
whole subject explored, so that all the 
inequities and injustices may be cor
rected. I do not want the rights of the 
community-property States, which we 
conceive to be fundamental and vested 
rights, destroyed; but I am anxious that 
the rights of citizens of other States be 
accorded to them upon as nearly an 
equal basis as possible. I am happy to 
join the Senator from Arkansas in try
ing to reach such a solution. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I thank the Sen-· 
ator. I believe that that is the senti
ment which' prevails generally in this 
body. The only reason I am offering this 
amendment now and insisting upon it is 
that there are a number of citizens in 
my State-and I am sure the same sit
uation is true in other States-who today 
cannot adjust their business affairs be
cause of the fact they have conveyed an 
interest in their property to their wives, 
their daughters, or their sons, and the 
conveyance has not been recognized by 
the Treasury or Revenue D~partment. 
Their whole tax problem is in a state of 
flux. They do not know how to make 
adjustments. They do not know how to 
plan their businesses; what their tax lia
bility will ultimately be. They know that 
they are entitled to relief, and they have 
been hoping that this Congress will. give 
them relief. I am making a plea today 
to afford ·relief to those who have oper-

ated under the law and have done a legal 
act, having in mind a worthy objective, 
according to those who live in commu
nity-property States. I think we can all 
agree on that proposition. I am only 
asking that they be given that recogni
tion now. I believe that it is deserved. 
To grant recognition to this extent cer
tainly would not upset or dislocate to 
any appreciable extent the financial and 
fiscal atiairs of the Government. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Arkansas 
yield to me? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Iowa. . 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I will say to 
the Senator from Arkansas that, to my 
mind, there is much more reason for 
supporting and adopting this amend
ment than there was for supporting 
and adopting the community-property 
amendment offered yesterday. I shall 

. try to show why that is so. This amend
ment does not disturb the question of 
community property in any other State; 
it has no effect on it, It goes directly to 
the very basis of the support of the 
community-property law as recognized 
by the Government, and that is the law 
of the State. On partnership recogni
tion the amendment goes directly to the 
sanctity of the laws of the States in 
which statutes eXist which authorize 
doing business under partnership ar
rangements. 

Moreover, Mr. President, if the Sena
tor will yield further, I should like to 
see whether he agrees with me on the 
point I am about to mention. .This 
amendment, in my judgment, will not in 
the least affect any existing income 
source of the Government or any rea
sonably anticipated income source, be
cause the Bureau of Internal Revenue 
has only begun to go into this field as a 
sort of windfail proposition resulting 
from two Supreme Court cases which 
have recently been decided. So that 
any income that comes from their pres
ent policy, as I understand and as I have 
been reliably informed, is neither an
ticipated income nor existing income; 
and this would be the time for the Con
gress to say it will recognize the laws of 
the various States with reference to the 
partnership situation without affecting 
either the anticipated income or existing 
income to the Treasury Department. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words, if 
the Congress acts now it will be able to 
prevent the major harm that will result 
from this policy, because many persons 
have not yet paid ~he tax. The tax has 
been made a charge against them, but it 
has not been paid and is at the present 
time in controversy. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That 1s ex
actly the situation; and if we delay until 
next year there will bt: a history of wind
fall income for this year, and next year 
we may be faced with the proposition 
that we are cutting down anticipated in
come which was received this year. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator is 
quite correct about that, and I thank 
him very much. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Let me again 
say, Mr. President, that this particular 
amendment represents a fundamental 
principle which I can support; namely, 
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it recognizes the valid laws of the States 
so far as these arrangements are made. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words, the 
Senator recognizes a matter of simple 
justice. The Internal Revenue Bureau 
has no moral right, and I say it has no 
legal right, to recognize the validity of 
the laws of one State pertaining to prop
erty and fail or refuse to recognize the 
laws of another State that so operates -
as to place the citiz~n in the same status 
in both States. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. If the Sen
ator will yield further, I will suggest 
that what the Internal Re•Jenue Bureau 
is doing today, based upon certain deci-

. sions of the Supreme Court which ap
parently gives that agency some authori
zation, is to deny certain individuals 
rights under the law because they hap
pen to be blood relatives of someone, 
which rights are given to persons who 
do not happen to be blood relatives. 
The Senator has a right to form a part
nership under almost any condition. 
He may manage the partnership, and if 
I happen to be a relative of his, a mem
ber of his family, generally speaking the 
Internal Revenue Bureau holds that it 
is a heinous crime for him to have such 
a relative in the partnership, and there
fore will not recognize the validity of the 
situation for income-tax purposes, but 
it will if we are strangers. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. In other words, 
Mr. President, I can give half of my 
business to someone who is not related 
to me, can pay gift tax on it, and the 
Treasury Department recognizes it as 
valid. But if I choose to give it to a 
member of my family it is questioned as 
being a tax fraud, and the revenue de
partment collects all taxes from me as 
the head of the family. 

I am now happy to yield to the able 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I simply 
desire to assure the Senator that while 
I did not vote for the community prop
erty amendment submitted yesterday, I 
am not lacking in sympathy with the ob
jective and purpose of it. If the Sen
ator will pardon me, I think that I have 
perhaps struggled with this question as 
long as has any other Member of the 
Senate. For a number of years I have 
tried to correct this inequality. At the 
time when we were making an effort to 
correct an inequality that the people of 
the non-community-property States be
lieved they were suffering as compared 
with married taxpayers in the commu
nity-property States, we were in a period 
when increased revenues were urgently 
demanded, so that every time the subject 
came up we were reminded of the fact 
that we could not reduce the revenues 
and that any correction of this inequality 
would result in some loss of Treasury 
receipts. Therefore the Treasury fa-. 
vored the direct attack upon property; 
that is, they favored taxation of the 
property in the community-property 
States as if it were the property of the 
earner or the head of the family. They 
undertook to make that :fight in 1941, 
when every day's delay in the passage of 
the tax bill meant a loss of about $3,-
000,000 to the Treasury. We were met 
on the floor with what was apparently 
an incipient IDibuster. It was not fully 
developed, but it had all the earmarks 

of developing into a full-sized filibuster. 
After a little while we were simply com
pelled to recognize that revenues were 
being lost to the Treasury. There was ap 
extreme uncertainty, namely, whether 
or not the amendment could be adopted 
by the Senate within any reasonable 
time, and we were also confronted with 
the question of whether or not the House 
conferees would agree to accept it. Even 
before that, but at that time particu
larly, I called for an amendment in line 
with the amendment which the Senator 
from Arkansas so eloquently and earn
estly urged yesterday. I have believed 
for a number of years that the only 
way finally to correct this inequality or 
inequity which does exist between mar
ried taxpayers ·in community-property 
States and married taxpayers in non
community-property States was by such 
an amendment, or a similar amend
ment. There are some difficulties in
volved. 

Let me remind the Senator that the 
question of family partnerships has · de
veloped out of the very condition which 
he discussed yesterday, to wit, in the 
non-community-property States the 
head of the family felt that he could 
make a gift to his wife, either of money or 
of other property, or a dir~ct interest in 
his business, which would be valid under 
the State law, and that he would have the 
right to operate that business as a part
nership. The disposition to do that was 
at least stimulated by, but was not wholly 
due to, the fact that in the community
property States there was an actual di
vision of property. -

After the passage of the Income Tax 
Act in 1913, after the Supreme Court held 
that the original income tax act was 
unconstitutional, Congress undertook to 
treat community property in communi
ty-property States as if all of it-that is, 
all of it that had been accumulated after 
the marriage of the husband and wife
were the property of the husband, on the 
theory that he had certain definite con
trol, management, and so forth, over it. 
Some collections were made, but finally 
in a certain case the Supreme Court held 
that the property of one taxpayer cannot 
be taken to pay the tax of another tax
payer, and that in the community-prop
erty · States there is ~n absolute owner
ship and property right in the wife, and 
that her property cannot be taken to pay 
the taxes of the husband. 

No one could quarrel with that deci
sion, in my opinion; it was and is a sound 
decision. When we get into the family 
partnership cases, although the distin
guished Senator from Iowa has pointed 
out two or three decisions of the Supreme 
Court of recent origin, nevertheless those 
cases were commenced several years ago, 
as a matter of fact. It takes some time 
for a case to go through the lower courts 
or through the tax court and the lower 
courts, anci then into the Supreme Court 
of the United States. 

So the Treasury has been making an 
attack on the so-called family partner
ships, so far as I · know, in all of the 
States, perhaps including the commu
nity-property States, if they happened 
to involve property that the wife had in
herited separately or that the husband 
had inherited prior to the marriage, be
fore coverture. The Treasury has very 

vigorously pushed the cases against the 
so-called family partnerships. I think, 
and I have said so to the Treasury, and 
I have said so openly in the hearings in 
the Finance Committee, that they have 
gone entirely too far. They do not 
recognize the fact that a valid partner
ship may exist for perfectly good rea
sons, therefore being based upon a valid 
consideration even at common law, 
where the wife's real money contribu
tion to the partnership derived originally 
as a gift from the husband. If the hus
band makes money and pays all the 
taxes due upon that money, and if after 
having paid his taxes he wishes to give 
the wife an interest in a partnership 
business or give her the money which she 
puts into that partnership business, 
there should not be laid down in those 
cases the narrow test which our courts, 
I regret to say, have recognized, to wit, 
whether the wife actually contributed 
anything by way of work or by way of at
tention or by way of management of the 
business. That ought not to have been 
the test. 

Although the Treasury is right in some 
respects, it is wrong in other respects 
in these partnership cases. The Treas
ury is right to the extent that if it recog
nized all the so-called family partner
ships, it is perfectly possible that there
sult could be to wreck or destroy the 
revenue,. because any taxpayer coul.d 
say, "I have created .a family partner
ship, and I am the owner of only one
half or one-third or one-fourth of an 
interest in this business, because the wife 
arid the 'kiddies have an interest in the 
business which I have given them." 
Some of the ·partnerships of course are 
not bona fide partnerships; but I believe 
that the Treasury has gone entirely too 
far in its insistence upon its right to· tax 
all such partnerships. The Supreme 
Court has not held, as I understand, that 
any family partnership is taxable to the 
husband as the sole owner; it has not 
gone to the full extent of saying that the 
wife does not have a separate and 
severable interest in the partnership 
which she can assert; but the Court ha:t 
said that each case depends upon its 
own facts, and the Court has ver:' nearly 
precluded the possibility of the existence 
of a bona fide partnership where the 
wife's interest in the partnership prop
erty was derived from a gift from the 
husband. 

As I have said, in my opinion, they 
have gone too far. I think the real 
remedy is not to undertake to ::-ay, how
ever, that every partnership recognized 
by the law of the State must be recog
nized by the taxing authorities of the 
Federal Government. I think that 
probably would simply torpedo the reve
nues-to what extent, n:l 'Jne can tell, 
because taxpayers are very quick. to take 
every advantage of any possible loop
hole. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. To what extent 
could it go beyond the community
property law? 

Mr. GEORGE. I do not know that it 
could go beyond the community-prop
erty law; but I think the amendment 
which the Senator offered yesterday is 
a proper amendment to the bill which 
already is under consideration by the 
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House Ways and Means Committee and 
on which several days of hearings al
ready have been held. I think to han
dle the matter in that way is the proper 
manner of reaching the question, so that 
if husband and wife in ~-nY non-commu
nity-property State wish to treat their 
property as community property and 
wish to file separate returns, they may 
do so. 

The question of the inheritance ores
tate tax is somewhat related to that, 
because it evidences the desire of the 
Treasury to tax the income from prop
erty held in the community-property 
States ane the earner of the income, 
rather than to recognize the right 
of the wife under the community-

-property laws existing in such State. 
But it is not necessarily related to the 
Senator's amendment. In other words, 
the Senator's amendment might prop-
erly be directed to the new tax-revision 
bill, and I think it should be directed to 
it; and so far as I have the slightes\; in
fluence in the matter, I am perfectly 
willing to identify myself with tht: Sena-

-tor in connection with that bill, which 
presumably, at lea~t. is to lJ~ reported to 
the House of Represent~,tives early in 
1948-in January, jf possible-and then 
is to be brought over to this body· as soon 
as it is passed by the House of Repre
sentatives. To that bill this will be a 
perfectly valid and proper amendment, 
although I think ·tt may result in the 
loss of revenue. But at the same time 
I believe that in that general- revision 
of our revenue laws we should make this 
correction, which undoubtedly does op
erate as a very great hardship on the 
States and especially on the taxpayers 
in all the non-community-property 
States, and, in addition, especially is it 
an aggravating and irritating circum
stance in the States that adjoin or -are 
adjacent to the community-property 
States. . 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
wish to thank the able Senator from 
Georgia for his remarks. I know of 
no Member of this body or of the House 
of Representatives who can speak with 
greater authority upon tax problems, and 
I am happy to have this assurance from 
him. I know that. the people of the 
United States, and particularly the citi
zens of the non-community-property 
States, will rejoice in the statement the 
able Senator from Georgia has made and 
the assurance he has given that he, too, 
will devote his efforts and his great in
fluence toward securing the passage of 
legislation which will correct this evil. 

Mr. President, I did not mean to con
sume nearly so much time, and I shall 
conclude by saying again to the people 
of the Nation that their Congress has, 
in my judgment, by the vote cast yester
day and by the statements made on the 
floor of the Senate by responsible, able, 
conscientious Senators and legislators, 
clearly shown that they now can hope 
that in the not-far-distant future the 
Congress will resolve this problem and 
will rectify the gross injustice that has 
so long been imposed upon them. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment proposed ·by the Senator from 
Arkansas . [Mr. McCLELLAN]. · 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Colorado suggests the ab
sence of a quorum. The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken Green Moore 
Baldwin Gurney Murray 
Ball Hatch O'Conor 
Barltley Hawkes Pepper 
Bricker Hickenlooper Reed 
Bridges Hill Revercomb 
Brooks Hoey R :>bartson, Va. 
Buck Holland Robertson, Wyo. 
Bushfield Ives Russell 
Butler Jenner Saltonstall 

· cain Johnson, Colo. Smith 
Capehart Johnston, S. C. Sparkman 
Capper Kern Taft 
Chavez Knowland Thomas, Utah 
Connally Langer Thye 
Cooper Lodge Tydings 
Cordon Lucas · Umstead 
Donnell McCarran Vandenberg 
Downey McCarthy Watkins 
Dworshak McClellan Wherry 
Eas tland McFarland White 
Ecton McMahon Wiley 
Ellender Magnuson · Williams 
Ferguson Malone Wilson-

. Flanders Martin Young 
Fulbright . Maybank 

. George Millikin · 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Sev· 
enty-nine Senators having .answered to 
their names, a quorum-is present. · 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN]. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. - · · 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the 

question of the taxability of the incomes 
of family partnerships -is an exceedingly 
complex one. It is perfectly apparent 
that when we are dealing with the sub
ject of gifts, and especially family gifts, 
there have to be some standards for de-

- termining whether they are bona fide. 
If we were to adopt the laws of the States 
and say that we would follow the com
plexion which State law puts upon fam
ilY partnerships, of course the States 
would at once go into an orgy of partner
ship law which would, in the end, de
prive the Federal Government of all 
revenue from all partnerships having a 
family aspect. · 

I do not know of any subject -that has 
greater temptation for evasion than 
family partnerships, and I do not know 
of any subject where there has been more 
arbitrary treatment of the citizen. Since 
the Tower and Lusthouse decisions have 
come down, it seems to me that the 
Treasury, in practice-! am speaking of 
the practice as distinguished from its 
rules, regulations, and instructions-has 
been especially harsh to taxpayers who 
find themselves involved in family-part
nership income-tax questions. 

But here is the central problem: If 
there could be written into the law the 

- complete definition of a valid family 
partnership, one that would not allow 
administrative discretion, of course that 
would be a perfect thing to do, and a 
highly desirable thing to do. But the 
difficulty is, when the field of fraud is 
touched, all experience shows the -im
possibility of employiJlg. rigid def!nitions 

and limitations. Human ingenuity is 
such that it climbs over such walls. So, 
no matter what may be done here, if the 
Senate were prepared to do anything to
day, legislation -would be passed that 
would still allow a large area of adminis
tration. When that area of administra
tion exists,-there is bound to be a certain 
amount of arbitrary action. We cannot 
legislate sense into thickheads, or into 

. arbitrary heads, or into overzealous 
heads. We can delimit the field in which 
men with heads of that kind may work, 
but this subject must be approached with 
utmost care. . 

It is perfectly evident that if all the 
head of a family had to do, in order to 
halve his income, would be to create a 
family pa:;:tnership, and if there were no 
real test of what constitutes a family 
partnership, we should at once suffer a 
great loss of revenue. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. · Mr. President, will 
-the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN . . I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. That is exactly 

_what takes place in community-property 
States by law, is it not? 

. Mr. MILLIKIN. That is exactly what 

. we settled yesterday . . There is. no point 
in rehashing that debate. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I merely want to 
call attention to the flagrant injustice 
which now exi.sts, and to what happens in 

. 10 States. , . _ _ 
Mr. MILLIKIN. So that, if we -should 

. adopt a profligat-e amendment today, we 
would be approving something of · which 
we disapproved yesterday. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. May I suggest 

to the Senator. that the amendment in 
- no way suggest~ a new conception of the 
method of doing _ business. The fault in 
the present administrative activities 
comes from a reversal of attitude of the 
Bureau, based on the Tower and Lust
house decisions. I submit the depart
ment has gone much further than the 
Tower and Lusthouse .decisions. The 
amendment only reiterates that a prop
erly established partnership, legal where 
created, is just as legal today as it has 
been for the last 200 years in this coun
try. So that the amendment sets up no 
new machinery, no new method of doing 
business. It merely recognizes something 
that has not only existed, but which, 
until substantially the past 12 months, 
has been recognized continuously by the 
Internal Revenue Bureau as a proper 
business device. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest that the 
distinguished Senator has argued the fu
tility of the amendment. If it does noth
ing to change the law, then there is no 
point in the amendment. 

Mr. ffiCKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Yes. 
Mr. illCKENLOOPER. I say that 

it does something to change the arbi
trary approach now beinv taken by the 
Internal Revenue Bureau. I think the 
law is sound, and I think the law should 
be that such partnerships are recogniz
able; and they have been, in' the past. 
For some peculiar •reason, at the present 
time, this new retroactive effort, based 
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upon a Supreme Court decision or two, 
is being widely put forth to the detri
ment of many hundreds, if not thou
sands, of people throughout the country, 
who have been led to rely upon their 
business organizations in the past, be
cause they have been passed and ap
proved, sometimes by the closure of the 
case by the Internal Revenue Bureau it
self. They now find themselves con
fronted with a change of policy, in which 
the Internal Revenue Bureau says, "We 
will go back, now, 5 years, and we will 
charge the head of the family with the 
individual income tax on the income of 
the business for as much as 5 years past, 
because we have changed our attitude 
and our policies, and we now have what 
we believe to be authority under the 
Supreme Court cases to do so." It is 
posing very .seriously the question of 
bankruptcy for hundreds of people who 
have heretofore been perfectly adequate 
in their provision. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator knows that I have 
especially concerned myself with that 
problem and with the specific cases which 
are in his mind. I am inclined to believe 
that the Bureau has been arbitrary in 
interpreting the decisions of the Su
preme Court. I am inclined to believe 
that there has been some injustice. 
What I am trying to say is that, when 
an e:ffort is made to define by law what is 
a valid and what is an· invalid gift, and 
when we commence to shorten up the 
test of what is a valid or an invalid gift, 
presently all gifts can be made valid 
and taxation avoided. What I am ask
ing for is that we have the opportunity 
to go into this question and see if we can 
draft a sound law which will draw a line 
between legitimate gifts and legitimate 
family partnerships, and those that are 
not legitimate. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield further? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I may say 

that the Senator and his committee 
were not only extremely courteous but 
they apparently were interested in the 
specific problem, when they granted me 
the privilege of appearing before them 
and presenting it, some weeks ago. I 

· realize that there may be certain prac
tical reasons in the mind of the com
mittee, leading them to determine that 

. this is not the exact time or place to take 
the proposed action. Therefore, while 
I intend to support the amendment 
offered by the Senator from Arkansas, 
and I have a similar amendment sub
mitted by myself, I am perfectly willing 
at least to give more weight to the judg
ment of the Senator from Colorado, that 
perhaps this particular time may not 

. be the proper time. So, as I have said, 
I am going to support the amend.m:ent 
but I again say the Senator from Colo
rado may be right. . Nevertneless, I s.ub
mit to the Senator from Colorado, both 
as . a . Senator and as chairman of _the 
Finance Committee, that in connection 
with tms matter, at least in certain 
phases of .it, today there is a great abuse. 
The taxpayer is · being mistreated] in 
many instances. I do not mean to say 
that the Internal Revenue Bureau is. de
liberately trying to mistreat taxpayers; 

"I do not mean that; but in the zeal of 
the Internal Revenue Bureau to do their 
work well by collecting every last bit of 
revenue available, I think they have 
overstepped the bounds of good judg
ment and good administrative· practice. 
I shoule like to ask the Senator if I am 
not correct in believing that not only 
the Senator but other members of the 
Finance Committee consider this a se
rious problem, and one that must have 
and that should have immediate cor
rective attention, if possible. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I 
answer the question unequivocally in 
the affirmative. I may say that for my 
own part I have commenced to make 
studies of this situation. I am com
mencing to receive reports about it. I 
have memos and briefs on the subject, 
alJ of which impress upon my mind that 
we are not dealing with a simple subject, 
that we are oblig~d to exercise caution, 
and that we must study and sift a very 
wide field of tax law. The subject rami
fies into trusts. It ramifies into the law 
of estates. It ramifies into the general 
law of gifts. It covers, I should say, 
perhaps the most complex and difficult 
field in the law of taxation. 

I want to answer the Senator's ques
tion again. This subject is closely re
lated to the community proi>ertY sub
ject. It will go along with that subject 
in the prompt consideration which it 
will receive from the House Ways and 
Means Committee; and. I can give the 
same assurance as to the Senate Finance 
Committee. I am not at all happy as 
to what is going on in these cases, but 
what I am doing is groping for a really 
effective remedY, which will separate the 
just from the unjust, which will protect 
the honest family partnership, and which 
will prevent an evasion in the field that 
will seriously impair Federal revenues 
if we allow that sort of thing to happen. 

Mr. IDCKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-· 
dent, will the Senator again yield to me? 

Mr. ;MILLIKIN. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I agree with 

what I understand to be the idea the 
Senator is advancing. I agree that mat
ters of far-reaching importance should 
have the benefit of substantial and com
plete study, if possible. I say to the Sen
ator, however, that at this time in con
nection with legitimate gifts between 
members of the family there are being 
enforced regulations which in my judg
ment are doing violent injustice to many 
individuals. I will say further to the 
Senator that under no cir-eumstances 
would I support a provision which would 
open the door to the evasion of taxes 
on the part of individuals. Any matter 

: of tax adjustment on property must be 
tax adjustment within the full legitimacy 
of the law and the rights the law gives 

· to the taxpayer and to the citizen, and 
under no circumstance do I want to set 
up a subterfuge nor support the setting 
up of a subterfuge. I feel, however, that 
at this very moment injustices are be
ing done and in many instances will con
tinue to be done · under the present 
policies unless some corrective legisla-

-tion is carefully considered and passed 
to deal with such injustices. 
·. Mr. MTI.,LIKIN. I agree with the dis
tinguisheq Senator from Iowa. All Sen- · 

ators· will recognize that we are dealing 
fundamentally with what is a gift. It 
is hornbook that one cannot make a gift 
and keep any strings on it. The inves
tigation by the Department and by the 
Bureau into these taxes concerns itself 
with the questions: "Was this colorable? 
Is this a sham? Did this donor make 
a phony gift?" The proof of that comes 
from a vast number of circumstances 
that bear on "What strings did he keep?'' 
Now, if we should pass a law which pr·o
vides that we may not look into that 
question, then obviously the family in
come will be split and our revenues will 
be dealt a most serious blow. 

All I am asking is that we be given suf
ficient time in connection with the next 
general revenue bill to sift the subject 
thoroughly, so that we can come up with 
the best measure possible, one which will 
allow the legitimate partnerships, past 
and future, to continue, and which will 
make it possible to stop tax evasion 
where there is a sham and a pretense 
and a corrupt intent to defeat the taxes 
levied by the Congress. That is all that 
is in my mind. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKI!i". I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. ~ I do not like 

to prolong the debate, but I should like 
to observe ,that according to the reports 
I have received the Internal Revenue 

. Bureau today is going far beyond the 
question of sham and fraud in the trans
fer of property between members of the 
family. If such transfer represents 
sham and fraud, then it should have no 
defense. But where there is incontro
vertible proof that the donor has divested 
himself completely of · all authority and 
dominion over the gift, and where title 
has completely and irrevocably vested it
self, if you please, in the donation, the 
Bureau still examines into such a gift 
and takes the position that there is, for 
tax PUrPoses, no transfer Qf title, re
gardless of how complete the transfer 
has been and how actual it has been. 
I think that in those fields the Bureau 
has overstepped the reasonable contem
plation of the law. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is another ex
ample, I will say. to the Senator, of the 
arbitrary enforcement of law. I should 
like very much to participate in evolv
ing an amendment to our code which 
will draw the line, which will minimize 
administrative discretion. That is our 
problem. We cannot approach it hastily. 
We cannot draw up legislation dealing 
with it on the Senate :floor. Such legis
lation requires considerable study, a con
siderable examination into ramified 
subjects, and I am asking that we be 
given the opportunity to approach the 
job from that basis. .. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I mere
lY suggest to the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado that if the amendment 
should go into the bill it seems to ·me 
that there would be little chance that 
the bill would ever be approved, because 
the President could very well say, "I do 
not know what this will do to the 
revenue." 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I am 
very glad· to have that contribution from 
the Senator from Georgia. '!'he Senator 
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is in a much better position than I am 
to make that observation and I am glad 
he has made it. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Arkan
sas [Mr. McCLELLAN]. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. REED <when his name was called). 
I have a general pair with the Senator 
from New York [Mr. WAGNER] who is 
necessarily absent. Not knowing how 
he would vote, I withhold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 

Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ToBEY] is absent because of illness in his 
family and is paired with the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. McGRATH]. If 
present and voting the Senator from New 
Hampshire would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Oregon ·[Mr. MORSE] 
is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW
STER] is detained on official business. 

Mr. LUCAS. I announce · that the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] is ab
sent on official business. 

The Sen&tor from West Virginia [Mr. 
KILGORE], the Senator from Rhode Is
land [Mr. McGRATH], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. MYERS], and the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. STEWART] 
are detained on public business. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc
KELLAR J, the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'MAHONEYJ, and the Senator from 
New York [Mr. WAGNER] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
OVERTONl is absent b~r leave of the Sen
ate. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. 
O'DANIELJ is detained on official business 
at one of the Government departments. 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAY
DEN], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. TAY
LOR], and the Senator from Oklahoma 
[Mr. THOMAS] are unavoidably detained. 

On this vote the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. McGRATH] is paired with the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
TOBEY]. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD J and the Sena
tor from Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON] would 
vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 24, 
nays 54, as follows: 

YEAS--24. 
Eastland Kem o•donor 
Fulbright Langer Pepper 
Hickenlooper Lodge Russell 
Hill Lucas Sparkman 
Hoey McClellan Tydings 
Holland McMahon Umstead 
Johnson, Colo. May bank Wilson 
Johnston, S. C. Murray Young 

NAYS-54 
Aiken Chavez Gurney 
Baldwin Connally Hatch 
Ball Cooper Hawkes 
Barkley Cordon Ives · 
Bricker Donnell Jenner 
Bridges Downey Know land 
Brooltf Dworshak McCarran 
Buck Ecton McCarthy 
Bushtleld Ellender McFarland 
Butler Ferguson Magnuson 
Cain Flanders Malone 
Capehart George Martin 
Capper Green Milliklll 

Moore Smith Watkins 
Revercomb Taft Wherry 
Robertson, Va. Thomas, Utah White 
Robertson, Wyo. Thye Wiley 
Saltonstall Vandenberg Williams 

Brewster 
Byrd 
Hayden 
Kilgore 
McGrath 
McKellar 

NOT VOTING-17 
Morse 
Myers 
O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 
Reed 

Stewart 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 
Tobey 
Wagner 

So Mr. McCLELLAN's amendment was 
rejected. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
offer the amendment which I sent to the 
desk and ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas will be stated. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper place 
in the bill it is proposed to insert a new 
section, as follows: 

SEC. -. Increase in personal exemption. 
(a) Subparagraphs (A) and (B) of sec

tion 25 (b) (1) of the Internal Revenue 
COde, as amended, are amended to read as 
follows: 

"(A) In the' case of a single person or a 
married person not living with husband or 
wife, a personal exemption of $750. ' 

"(B) In the case of the head of a family 
or a married person living with husband or 
wife, a personal exemption of ~1.500. A hus
band and wife living together shall receive 
but one. personal exemption. The amount 
of such exemption shall be $1,500. If such 
husband and wife make separate returns, the 
per&anal exemption may be taken by either 
or divided between them." 

(b) Sections 151 (a), 58 (a) (2). and 
142 (a.) of the Internal Revenue Code, as 
·amended, are amended by striking out 
"$500" wherever it appears therein and 
inserting 1n lieu thereof "$750." . 

(c) The amendments made by this section 
shall be effective with respect to taxable 
_years beginning after December 31, 1946. 

Amend the · tables contained in sections 
400 and 1622 (c) (1) of the Internal Reve
nue Code to conform to the above amend
ments. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing .to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN]. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President I rise 

to a point of order. · ' 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senator will state it. . 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I make the point of 

order that this amendment cannot be 
considered, because it interferes with the 
committee amendments which have 
already been adopted. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator's point, as the Chair under
stands it, is that the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Arkansas is in
consistent with amendments already 
adopted by the Seriate. Is that the 
Senator's viewpoint? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. That is the substance 
of it. We have agreed on the rates and 
on the withdrawal tables. This amend
ment would go directly to rates and 
would change withdrawal tables· it is 
inconsistent and is contrary to what the 
Senate has already done. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Chair's opinion is that consistency is not 
a parliamentary question. There is much 

to be said for the Senator's viewPoint 
that there is a collision between the 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Arkansas and the action already 
taken by the Senate, as a result of which, 
if the Senator were attempting to pre
sent his amendments to that section of 
the bill dealing with rates of exemption, 
it obviously would not be in order. The 
·Chair is unable to rule an amendment, 
whic_h is a separate section being at
tached to the bill, is out of order when 
the only ground upon which he can de
cide it to be out of order would be its in
c~nsistency, which is not, in the Chair's 
opinion, a parliamentary prerogative. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I 
have already made reference to the 
amendment which I shall now discuss 
in my remarks on other amendments 
and also at the time I gave notice that 
I would offer the amendment when the 
bill reached the floor. It simply proposes 
to raise personal exemptions from the 
present level of $500 for single persons to 
$750, and from $1,000 for the heads of 
families to $1,500. 

Mr. President, I have said over and over 
again that I think that is the point where 
tax relief ought to begin, namely, with 
people in the low-income brackets, the 
low-wage earners, the people who are 
having a struggle to provide the actual 
necessities of life. I believe this is the 
way to do it. A reduction of taxes at the 
bottom level by an increase in personal 
exemptions affects everyone all the way . 
across the board. The man making 
$100,000 a year receives some relief and 
some benefit, and the man in between 
gets his proportionate relief according to 
his earnings and his ability to pay. Many 
a man is struggling today to live on a 
comparatively decent standard. We take 
$96 in taxes now from a married man 
with $1,500 income. If he earos only 
$1,500 that $96 will go a long way toward 
providing some of the necessities we are 
now compelling him by taxation to do 
without. It is obvious that we should 
start reducing taxes by helping those at 
the bottom of the lalder who have the 
hardest st::uggle. We should. do that 
rather than take the committee bill 
which helps the middle and upper bracket 
inoome groUP8 primarily and the most. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Does the Senator 
have an estimate of what it would cost 
the Treasury if his proposal should be 
adopted? 
· Mr. McCLELLAN . . It is estimated at 

$3,000,000,000 annually and it will re
move from the tax rolls between 8,000,-
000 and 9,000,000 taxpayers who come 
between the $1,000 and $1,500 brackets. 

Mr. ELLENDER. How much would it 
add to the pending measure. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. It would simply 
add that much. Of course the measure 
will go to conference. 

Mr. ELLENDER. So that instead of 
approximately $3.000,000,000 it would be 
approximately $6,000,000,000? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Unless in confer
ence the other tax reductions now made 
in the bill were cut down. 
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Mr. TAYLOR.· 'Mr. President, -will the 

Senator yield? ·.· 
Mr. McCLELLAN. ·I yield. 
Mr. TAYLOR. -I want to make the 

comment that I think this is a very 
worthy amendment. It is a well known 
fact, ·is it not, that at the present time 
our scarcities are in goods .which it takes 
a lot of money to buy? The big fellow 
can buy them. They are automobiles, 
and things of that kind. Surpluses are 
showing up in textiles and products 
which the ordinary little people want to 
buy. If we want to head off a depres
sion the thing to do is to put money into 
the pockets of the little fellows so that 
they can buy the things that are in sur
plus, and not give money to the big boys 
who want to buy something that is in 
short supply. · 

Mr. McCLELLAN . . I will say to the 
Senator that the effect of this amend
ment would be to place approximately 
$100 more purchasing power in the hands 
of a husband and wife whose income is 
$1,500 a year, and the amount is in pro
portion for higher incomes. 

I do not wish to argue the question 
further. There is no need for argument. 
Each Senator is capable of determining 
for himself the equities of the amend
ment, and. whether it is the proper way to 
begin reducing income taxes. I believe it 
is and I shall vote accordingly .. 

· The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas. On this question the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 

Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
TOBEY] is absent because of illness in 
his family. He is paired with the Sena
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. McGRATH]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Hampshire would vote "nay"; and 
the Senator from Rhode Island, if pres
ent, would vote "yea." 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
BuTLER] is absent on official business. 
He is paired with the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. STEWART]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Nebraska 
would vote "nay"; and the Senator from 
Tennessee, if present, would vote "yea." 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE] 
is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED} 
is unavoidably detained. He has a gfm
eral pair with the Senator from New 
York [Mr. WAGNER]. 

The Senator from· Maine [Mr. BREW
STER] , the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. BRIDGES], the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. BUSHFIELD], the Senator 
Idaho [Mr. DWORSHAK], the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. REVERCOMB], 
and the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
RoBERTSON] are detained on official busi
ness. 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen
ator from. Virginia [Mr. BYRD] is absent 
on official business. 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
KILGORE], the Senator from Rhode Is
land [Mr. McGRATH], and the Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. STEWART] are de-

- tatned on public business. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc-
.KELLARJ, the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'M.moNEYJ, and the. Senator from 
New York [Mr. WAGNER] are necessarily 
absent. . 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
OvERTON] is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. 
O'DANIELJ is detained on official business 
at one of the Government departments. 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGE], the Senator from Arizona [Mr. 
HAYDEN], the Senator from Dlinois [Mr. 
LucAs], the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. MAGNUSON], and the Senator froin 
Utah [Mr. THoMAS] are unavoidably 
detained. 

On this vote I announce the following 
pairs: The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD J is paired on this- vote with the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU
soN]. If present, the Senator from Vir
ginia would vote "nay," and the Senator 
from Washington would vote "yea." 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
KILGORE] is paired with the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. OVERTON]. If pres
ent, the Senator from West Virginia 
would vote "yea," and the Senator from 
Louisiana would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
McGRATH] is paired with the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEYJ. If 
present, the Senator from Rhode Island 
wotild vote ''yea," and the Senator from 
New Hampshire would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
STEWART] is paired with the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. BUTLERJ. If · present 
the Senator from Tennessee would vote 
"yea," and the Senator from Nebraska 
would vote "nay." · 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
WAGNER l has a general pair with the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED]. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. THoMAs] would vote 
"nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 27, 
nays 44, as follows: · 

YEA8-27 
Chavez Johnston, S. C. O'Conor 
Downey Langer Pepper 
East land McCarran Russell 
Ferguson McClellan Sparkman 
Fulbright McFarland Taylor 
Green McMahon Thomas, Okla. 
Hatch May bank Umstead 
Hill Murray Wilson 
Hoey Myers Young 

NAYB---44 
Aiken Ellender Millikin 
BalQ.wln Flanders Moore 
Ball Gurney Robertson, Va. 
Barkley Hawkes Saltonstall 
Bricker Hickenlooper Smith 
Brooks Holland Taft 
Buck Ives Thye 
Cain Jenner Tydings 
Capehart Johnson, Colo. Vand&nberg 
Capper Kem Watkins 
Connally Know land Wherry 
Cooper Lodge White 
Cordon McCarthy Wiley 
Donnell Malone Williams 
Ecton Martin 

NOT VOTING-24: 
Brewster Kilgore Overton 
Bridges Lucas Reed 
Bushfl.eld McGrath Revercomb 
Butler McKellar Robertson, Wyo. 
Byrd Magnuson Stewart 
Dworshak Morse Thomas, Utah 
George O'Daniel Tobey 
Hayden O'Mahoney Wagner 

So Mr. McCLELL4N's amen~ent was 
rejected. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
send forward an amendment which I de
sire to offer. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator from Nevada offers an amend
ment, which the clerk will state. 

The CHIEF CLERK. At the proper place 
in the bill it is proposed to insert the 
following new section: 

SEc. -. Section 23 of the Internal Reve
nue Code (relating to deductions from gross 
income) is hereby amended by adding at 
the end thereof a new subsection to read 
as follows: · 

"(bb) Capital expenditures for trade or 
bus~ess: At the election of a taxpayer, all 
expenditures (subject to limitations pre
scribed below) paid or incurred during the 
taxable year for the acquisition, construc
tion, or improvement of any real or per
sonal property to be used in a trade or busi
ness. Total deductions under this subsec
tion ln any 1 year shall not exceed $125,000 
or 50 percent of the ' taxpayer 's net income 
as computed without the benefits of this 
subsection, whichever ts the lesser. If in 
any year expenditures deductible under this 
subsection are less than the total of such 
expenditures, the balance may be added to 
the expe:r;J.ditures of the immediately suc
ceeding year and be considered for the pur
poses of this subsection as having been made 
in such immediately succeeding year. Such 
expenditures shall be allowable as deduc
tions only under rules and regulations pre
scribed by the Commissioner, with the ap
proval ·of the Secretary." 

SEC. -. Section 24 (a) (2) of the Internal 
Revenue Code (relating to items not de
ductible from gross income) is hereby 
amended to read as follows: "Any amount 
paid out for new buildings or tor perma
nent improvements or betterments made to 
increase the value of any property or estate, 
except as · provided in section 23 (bb) ; ". 

SEc. -. Section 113 (b) (1) of the Inter
nal Revenue Code (relating to adjusted ba&is 
tor property) is hereby amended by striking 
out the period. at the end of subparagraph 
(H), and inserting ~n lieu · thereof a semi
colon and by adding after subparagraph (H) 
a new subparagraph to read as follows: 

"(I) for expenditures deducted under. the 
provisions of section 23 (bb) ." 
SEc.~ The amendments made by sections 

-, -, and - of this act shall be applicable 
only with respect to taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 1946. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
shall not take up the time of the Senate 
to any great extent to explain the amend
ment. For weeks past it has been before 
the Senate, because several weeks ago I 
presented the matter to the Senate, and 
also presented it to the committee at 
the time the committee was considering 
the pending bill. 

The amendment is intended to afford 
the small businessman an opportunity to 
build his own business by his own efforts. 
In other words, under the amendment he 
could plow back into his business 50 per
cent of his net income and have credit 
for that, or he could plow back into his 
business $125,000, whichever might be 
the lesser sum. 

The object is to encourage small busi
ness in America. Today the large con
cerns, the powerful companies, have no 
particular trouble in getting money with 
which to build their industries, or im
prove them. They are in touch with the 
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banks or with the underwriting con
cerns, or other financial lending insti
tutions. But the poor man, the one who 
is · going along on a shoestring, who is 
living on his earnings, and improving his 
business by his income, has no such ac-

. cess. If he goes into the market to 
borrow money he jeopardizes his stand
ing, because he may find himself taken 
over by his larger competitors. 

All the amendment does is to provide 
an opportunity for the small business
man or small business institution in the 
United States to use 50 percent of the 
net income in improving the business, 
so that the output may be greater. If 
there ever was a time when our country 
required a greater output and greater 
production, it is now. How can we en
courage greater production unless we 
encourage the individual or the small 
business to produce more. And by giv-

. ing the small businessman opportunity 
to increase his capacity, to improve his 
plant, or to improve his business, we 
encourage production. 

Mr. President, one might talk for hours 
on this -subject, but what I have said 
states the whole case in a nutshell, and 
I am going to ask the Senate at this 
time to give me a yea-and-nay vote on 
the amendment. · 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Nevada 
[Mr. McCARRANl. on which he requests 
the y~as and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk called the roll. 

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 
Senator from New · Hampshire [Mr. 
ToBEY] is absent because of illness in 
his family and is paired with the Sena
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. McGRATH]. 
If present and voting the Senator from 
New Hampshire would vote "nay". 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
BUTLER] is absent on official business 
and is paired with the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. STEWARTl. If present 
and voting the Senator from Nebraska 
would vote "nay" and the Senator from 
Tennessee, if present_ would vote "yea." 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSEl 
is necessarily absent. · 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED], 
who is unavoidably detained, has a gen
eral pair with the Senator from New 
York [Mr. WAGNERl. -. 
~he Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW

STERJ, the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. BUSHFIELD], the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. CAPPER], and the Senator 
from Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY] are de
tained on official business. 

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the Sen
ator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] is absent 
on official business. 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
K.n.GoRE], the Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. McGRATH], and the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. STEWART] are detained 
on public business. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
McKELL~RJ, the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. McGRATH], and the Senator from 
New York [Mr. WAGNER] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
OvERTON] is absent by leave of the Sen
ate. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. 
O'DANIEL] is detained on official business 
at one of the Government departments. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON], and the Senator from Utah 
[Mr. THOMAS] are unavoidably detained. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
WAGNER] has a general pair with the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED]. 

On this vote I announce the following 
pairs: The Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. McGRATH] is paired with the Sen
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY]. 

The Senator from Tennessee LMr. 
STEWART] is paired with the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. BuTLER]. If present, the 
Senator from Tennessee would vote 
"yea", and the Senator from Nebraska 
wouid vote "nay". 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD] would vote "n&y" if present. 

The result was announced-yeas 16, 
nays 60, as follows: . 

YEAS-16 
Chavez - McClellan Sparkman 

Taylor 
-Thomas, Okla. 
Tydings 

Downey McMahon 
Fulbright Murray 
Hill Myers 
Johnston, S. C. Pepper 
McCarran Russell 

Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Bricker 
Bridges · 
Brooks 
Buck 
Cain 
Capehart 
Connally 
Copper _ 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 

Brewster 
. Bushfield 

Butler 
Byrd 
Capper 
Kilgore 
McGrath 

NAYS-60 
George Martin 
Green Maybank 
Gurney Millikin 
Hatch Moore 
Hawkes O'Conor 
Hayden Revercomb 
Hickenlooper R:Jbertson, Va. 
Hoey Robertso~. Wyo. 
Holland Saltonstall 
Ives Smith 
Jenner Taft 
Johnson, Colo. Thye 
Kern Umstead 
Knowland Vandenberg 
Langer . Watkins 
Lodge Wherry 
Lucas White 
McCarthy Williams 
McFarland Wilson 
Malone Young 

NOT VOTING-19 
McKellar 
Magnuson 
Morse 
o~Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 
Reed 

Stewart 
Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Wagner 
Wiley 

So Mr. McCARRAN's amendment was 
rejected. 
EQUITABLE ADJUSTMENT OF TAX BUR

DEN BETWEEN COMMUNITY -PROPERTY 
AND OTHER STATES 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, yes
terday the Senate voted upon the amend
ment offered by the senior Senator from 

·Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN], which pur-
. ported to equalize the income-tax burden 

between those who dwell in non-commu
nity-property and community-property 
States. . 

The chairman of the Committee on 
Finance, the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN], pointed out that this amend
ment was ofiered to a bill which was, in 
effect, not a revenue measure but a tax
reduction measure, and that the adop
tion of the amendment would upset the 
entire schedules of reductions set forth 
in the committee bilL This might well 
delay the matter of tax reduction be
yond the time when it could be made 
efiective in the present calendar year. 

Many of us- in the non-community~ 
property States are vitally interested in 
the adoption of legislation which will 
equalize the present inequalities due to 
the difference in property laws in the 
various States. We voted against the 
amendment, however; because we 
thought that our choice was a choice he
tween tax reduction to become effective 
July 1, and delay, by the adoption of 
a Senate amendment which might be 
defeated in the House and so might pre
vent any tax reduction whatsoever this 
year. 

The chairman of the Finance Commit
tee pointed out that his committee was 
already studying the problem. He indi
cated that he hoped amendments might 
be made to the revenue laws which would 
eliminate the inequities and that such 
legislation might be ready for the pres
ent session, or, at the latest, for the next 
session. 

Therefore, for myself and on beha-lf 
of the senior Senator from Massachus
setts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], the junior Sen
ator from New York [Mr. IvEs], and the 
junior Senator ' from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS], I am o-ffering a resolution 
which would require the Finance Com
mittee to report to the Senate on this 
matter not later than March 1 next 
year, and would.further require the com
mittee to submit a specific provision to 
be included in the next revenue meas
ure-by amendment if necessary-which 
would, in the opinion of the committee, 
be ·a fair solution to this existing in
eq-uity. -

This resolution is not intended to· in
dicate any lack ' of confidence in the 
chairman's statement. Rather it is in
tended to stipport his good purpose and 
intention and to assist him and the c·om
mittee in dealing efiectively with this 
problem by indicating that it is the will 
of the majority of the Senate that action 
abolishing these inequities be forthcom
ing_ at the earliest possible time. 

It is apparent that an attempt to ad
just this inequity in a· bill designed solely 

. to reduce taxes could only add confusion 
and delay. The whole t!tbject is one that 
properly should be treated in a revenue 
act as such. It is the purpose of the reso
lution to express the sentiment of the 
Senate that legislation adjusting the in
equities between non-community- . and 
community-property -States be included 
in the next revenue measure. 

I submit the resolution and ask for its 
appropriate reference. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
resolution will be received and appro
priately referred. 

The resolution <S. Res. 119) submitted 
by Mr. BALDWIN (for himself, Mr. -SAL
TONSTALL, Mr. IVES, and Mr. FLANDERS) 
was received and referred to the Com
mittee on Finance, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Senate Committee on 
Finance, or any duly authbr-ized subcom
mittee thereof, is authorized and directed 
to malte a full and complete study for the 
purpose of (1) ascertaining the extent to 
which the property la.ws of community-prop
erty States cause an inequitable distribu
tion of the burdens of ·the Federal income 
tax among the citizens of the various States, 
and (2) devising methods -of re~oving _the 
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inequities resulting from the effects of such 
laws upon the administration of the Federal 
income tax laws. The committee shall report 
to the Senate, not later than March 1, 1948, 
the results of such study, together with its 
recommendations as to means of correcting 
such inequities, h1cluding the form of 
amendments to the next appropriate rev
enue bill to accomplish. such purpose. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the attitude of the Senator from 
Connecticut and his colleagues, with -
which I am in sympathy. I voted against 
the amendment offered yesterday be
cause I did not believe that it was ap
propriate on this bill to add $800,000,000 
or more to the amount of reduction car
ried in the bill. I earnestly hope that at 
an early date we may be able to correct 
the injustice to which our attention has 
been called. But the Senate has no 
original jurisdiction of the· subject. It 
can only deal with it after the House of 
Representatives which, under the Con
stitution, must pass revenue bills first, 
has passed such a bill and it has come 
to us. 

I note that the resolution would direct 
the Committee on Finance to report not 
later than March 1 of next year. Unless 

-the House has in the meantime sent a 
bill to the Senate to which we could 
attach an amendment of that sort, 
neither the Senate nor its Finance Com
mittee would have any jurisdiction to 
deal with the matter originally. I am 
sure the Senator is familiar with that 
provision, but it may not have occurred 
to him that if he is requirillg the Finance 
Committee to report to the Senate by 
March 1 next, and its report should con
template a bill of some kind, the ·senate 

·would not have any jurisdiction to con
sider it unless and until the House had 
acted. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I .am 
glad the senior Senator from Kentucky 
has brought this matter to my attention, 
so that I may discuss it now very briefly. 
That point was raised and considered 
when we prepared the resolution. How
ever, in the face of the fact that the 
chairman of the Committee on Finance 
stated not once but several times on the 
floor that the committee was consider
ing the matter, and that it was prepared 

· to consider it in connection with the next 
revenue bill, and having in mind the fact 
that it is highly probable that before next 
March 1 rolls around there will be an' 
appropriate revenue measure to which 
to attach the amendment, it seemed to 
me appropriate for the Senate to con
sider the resolution and at the proper 
time go on record as to its position with 
respect to this very important matter. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I understand that, 
and yet it might place the Senate in the 
rather incongruous position of being 
asked to express its attitude respecting 
the matter before it could do so in a 
constitutional way, by adding an amend
ment to a House bill if there was no pro
vision in the -House bill dealing with the 
subject. We would, of course, have ample 
opportunity to do so if there was nothing 
in the bill as 1t came to us on that sub
ject, but if our committee were reqUired 
to report to the Senate on it before a 
H~use bil.l had come over it could only 
be a gesture or an expression of opinion 

XCIII-37-l 

on the part of the Senate and would 
have no legal force. 

Mr: MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Connecticut yield? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. It is my understand

ing that it is not contemplated by the 
resolution that if a House bill is not be
fore the Senate for consideration we 
should attempt to prepare a bill contrary 
to the Constitution. In that event, I 
assume the Senator will want us to make 
recommendations on the subject, and be 
prepared when a bill shall come over to 
the Senate. 

Mr. BALDWIN. That is· correct. 
Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I have 

listened with a great deal of interest · 
to the statement made by the Senator 
from Connecticut. I wish I could share 
his optimism that the Senate, during the 
life of the Eightieth Congress, is likely 
to have another opportunity to vote on 
removing this injusti-ce · to the non-com
munity-property States. The issue has 
been delayed and bandied back and 
forth in the Senate for the past 14 years 
to my certain knowledge. There never 
does seem to be any appropriate time for 
the Senate to take a square open and 
shut vote on eliminating this injustice. 
We have had amendments seeking to 
correct this injustice in bills considered 
by us before this ti:q1e. But there has 
never been the appropriate time. For 14 
years to my knowledge we have been try
ing to get a chance to vote on the prop
osition. Yesterday was the first time we 
have been able to even get the matter 
before the Senate on a roll call vote. I 
did not desire to wait fourteen more 
years for another chance to register my 
opinion and I therefore seized the op
portunity presented yesterday and did 
what I could by my vote to eliminate 
this injustice. I do not delude myself 
with the idea we will have another op
portunity by March 15 next. 

If this matter follows the course which 
has been pursued for years-and very 
diligent efforts have been made_ to force 
it to a vote-no action will be taken. 
The Finance Committee reported out a 
measure some years ago which contained 
a provision in slightly different form 
from the amendment offered to the pend
ing bill, and brought it on the floor of 
the Senate, but encountered a filibuster 
which · threatened to defeat the entire 
tax bill and prevent the collection of 
excise taxes. They were forced to drop 
the community-property provision from 

·the bill. I appr'ehend that if we have 
a tax bill next spring revising the ex-

. cise taxes and changing the income taxes 
we will be confronted. with the same old 
argument that the hour is not yet ripe 
to correct an injustice of 26 years stand
ing and it . will again be shelved. 

I do not think we can afford to reduce 
taxes drastically at this time but if any 
reduction is to be had, equalization with 
the community-property States should 
come first. 

Mr. LUCAS obtained the floor. 
Mr. TAYLOR~ Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield to me? 
Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr.-TAYLOR. I should like to make 

·a few remarks dealing with the com
mUnity•property-State laws. x· wish to 

say that it seems to me the Senate is 
not the place where the community
property qu_estion should be considered. 
I am not a lawyer, and I may be wrong 
in my conclusion, but if my understand
ing is correct, the States can enact 
genuine legislation if they want to, and 
give their women the same benefits ac
corded women in the community-prop
erty States. They can enact legislation 
which would permit women to partici
pate in the benefits of comrimnity prop
erty so far as taxation is concerned. So 
I think the question should more prop
erly be referred to the States themselves 
for consideration. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,. 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I simply wish to 

say that I joined with the Senator fr.om 
Connecticut and other Senators in sub
mitting the resolution which has just 
been presented to the Senate, for the 
reason that Massachusetts and the citi
zens of that State are also intensely in
terested in the subject of community ~ 
property. I voted against the amend
ment which was under consideration 
yesterday because I thought this was not 
the proper time to consider the matter, 
but I join With the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RussELL] in hoping that next year 
we can consider this subject on its merits. 
REDUCTION OF INDIVIDUAL INCOME-TAX 

PAYMENTS 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 1) to reduce individual 

. income-tax payments. 
Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I offer the 

amendment which is at the desk and ask 
that it be stated. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be stated. 

· The CHIEF CLERK. It is proposed to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert the following: 

Th2t this act may be cited as the "Indi
vidual Income Tax Reduction Act of 1947." 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Dlinois wish the 
amendment to be read? 

Mr. LUCAS. I do not. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With

out objection, the amendment will be 
printed in the REcORD at this point. 

The amendment proposed by Mr. 
LucAs is as follows: 

Strike out all after - the enactin~ clause 
· and insert the following: 

"That this act may be cited as the 'Indi
vidual Income Tax Reduction Act of 1947.' 

"SEc. 2. Increase in personal exemptions . 
"Section 25 (b) of the Internal Revenue 

Code (relating to credits of individual 
against net income) is hereby amended by 
striking out '$500,' wherever appearing 
therein, and by inserting in lieu thereof 
'$600,' and by striking '$1,000' and by insert-
ing in lieu thereof '$1,200.' _ 

"SEc. 3. Income of husband and wife. 
"So much of section 12 (b) of the Internal 

Revenue Code (relating to the computation 
of surta-x) as precedes the table therein is 
hereby amended to read as follows: 

"'(b) Computation of surtax.-
" '(1) Separate return: Except in the case 

of a joint return by husband and wife, there 
shall· be levied, collected, and paid for eacll 
taxable year upon the surtax net income of 

.every individual a ~urtax determined by 
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computing a tentatLve surtax under the tabJe 
set forth in paragraph (3) of this subsection, 
and by. reducing such tentative surtax by 
5 percent thereof. 

"'(2) Joint return: In the case of a joint 
return by husband and wife under section 
51, there shall be levied, collected, and paid 
for each taxable year upon the aggregate 
surtax net income of the husband and wife 
a surtax determined-

" '(A) by computing a tentative surtax 
under the table set forth in paragraph (3) 
of this subsection upon an amount equal to 
one-half of such aggregate surtax net income; 

"'(B) by multiplying the tentative surtax 
ascertained under subparagraph (A) by two; 
and 

"'(C) by reductng the amount asce:r
tained under subparagraph (B) by 5 percent 
thereof. 

"'(3) Surtax table: The table referred 
to in paragraphs (1) and (2) is as follows:'. 

"SEc. 4. Standard deduction. 
"Section 23 (aa:) (1) of the Internal 

Revenue Code (relating to the optional 
standard deduction for individuals) is 
amended to read as follows: 

" ' ( 1) Allowance: In the case of an indi
vidual, at his election a standard deduction 
as follows: . 

"'(A) Separate return with adjusted gross 
income $5,000 or more: Except in the case of 
a joint return by husband and wife, if the 
adjusted gross income is $5,000· oi more, · the 
standard deduction shall be $500. 

"'(B) Joint return with adjusted gross in
come $5,000 or more: In the case of a joint 
return by husband and wife under section 51, 
if the aggreg.ate adjusted gross income of 
the husband and wife is $5,000 or more, the 
standard deduction shall be $1,000 or an 
amount equal to 10 percent of such aggre
gate adjusted gross income, whichever is the 

. lesser. 
"'(0) Adjusted gross income less than 

$5,000: If the adjusted gross income is less 
than $5,000, the standard deduction shall be 
an amount equal · to 10 percent of the ad
justed gross income upori. the basis of which 
the tax applicable to the adjusted gross· in
come of the taxpayer is determined under 
the tax table provided in section 400.' 

"SEC. 5. Reduction in surtax on individuals. 
"Section 12 (b) of Internal Revenue Coqe . 

(relating to rates of surtax) is amended. by 
striking everything after the colon and in
serting in lieu thereafter the following: 

" 'If the surtax net 
income is: 

Not over $2,000 _____ . 

Over $2,000 but not 
over $4,000. 

Over $4,000 but not 
over $6,000. 

Over $6,000 but not 
over $8,000. 

Over $8,000 but not 
over $10,000. 

Over -.10,000 but not 
over $12,000. 

Over $12,000 but not 
over $14,000. 

Over $14,000 but not 
over $16,000. 

Over $16,000 but not 
over $18,000. 

Over $18,000 but not 
over $20,000. 

Over $20,000 but not 
over $22,000. 

The tentative surtax 
shall be: · 

15 percent of the sur
tax net income. 

$300, plus 17 per
cent of excess over 
$2,000. 

$640, plus 21 per
cent of excess over 
$4,000. . 

$1,060, plus 25 per
cent of excess over 
$6,000. 

$1,560, plus 29 per
cent of excess over 
$8,000. 

$2,140, plus 33 per
cent of excess over 
$10,000. 

$2,800, plus · 38 per
cent of excess over 
$12,000. 

$3,560, plus 42 per
cent of excess over 
$14,000. 

$4,400, plus 45 pet;
cen t of excess over 
$16,000. . 

$5,300, plus 48 per
cent of excess over 
$18,000. 

$6,260,_ plus til per
cent of excess over 
.20,000. 

•• 'If the surtax net 
·· income is: 

Ov.er $22,000 but not · 
over $26,000. · 

Over $26,000 but not 
over $32,000. 

Over $32,000 but not 
over $38,000. 

Over $38,000 but not 
over $44,000. 

Over $44,000 but not 
over $50,000. 

· Over $50,000 but not 
over $60,000. 

Over $60,000 but not 
over $70,000. 

Over $70,000 but not 
over $80,000. 

Over $80,000 but not 
over· $90,000. 

Over :$90,000 but not 
over $100,000. 

Over $100,000 but not 
over $150,000. 

Over $150,000 but not 
over $200,000. 

Over $200,000------

The t .e:q.tative surtax 
shall be: 

•7.280, plus 54 per
cent of excess over 
$22,000. 

•9.440, plu~ 67 per
cent of excess over 
$26,000. 

$12,860, plus 60 per
cent of excess over 
$32,000. 

$16,C40, plus 64 per
cent of excess over 
$38,000. 

•20,300, plus 67 per
cent of excess over 
$44,000. 

$24,320, plus 70 per
cent of excess over 
$50,000. 

$31,320, plus 73 per
cent of excess over 
$60,000. 

$38,620, plus 76 per
cent of excess over 
$70,000. 

$46,220, plus 79 per
cent of excess over 
$80,000. 

$5'4,120, plus 82 per
, . cent .of excess over 

$90,000. 
$62,320, plus 84 per

cent of excess over 
$100,000 . . 

$104,320, plus 85 per
cent of excess over 
$150,000. 

$146,820, plus 86 per
cent of excess over 
$200,000.' 

"SEC. 6. The Secretary of the Treasury is 
authorized and directed to make such chang
es In the tables In section 400 (optional tax 
table) and section 1622 (withhQlding 
tables) as may })e necessary to reflect the 
reduction in taxes provided for in the pre
ceding provisions of this act. 

"SEC. 7. The amendments to the Internal 
Revenue Code made by this act shall become 
effective with respect to taxable years begin
ning after December 31, 1947.'' 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I should like at this 

time to address a question to th~ distin
guished chairman of the Finance Com
mittee. Some time ago, as the Senator 
will recall, I had printed a proposed 
amendment to the pending bill which 
would have operated to make more :flex
ible the provisions af the revenue bill 
with reference to personal holding com
panies, so as to avert some very great 
hardships which have been visited upon 
small personal holding companies by 
reason of the owners riot having the in
formation that they constituted a per
somil holding company under the pro
Visions of the law. I think I understand 
aright the attitude of the· chairman; 
but may I at this tfme inquire what his 
attitude will be toward the inclusion of 
such a provision in any general revision 
of the revenue laws which inay be pro
posed at the next session? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Florida ap
peared before ·the Senate Finance Com
mittee, as did one of his constituents. 
and both of them made a very interest
ing presentation of the subject~ ·Con
siderable interest was aroused by those 
present,ations. I shall be vety glad to 
take it upon myself tO bring the sub-

ject to the attention of. the House Ways 
and Means Committee and urge that 
committee to give it a thorpu-gh sifting. 
We shall do the same thing on the .Sen
ate side. I do not like to promise action 
of any kind on the part of either of the 
committees, but there was , considerable 
interest in what the Senator had to say. 
Let me repeat I shall take it upon myself 
to bring the questlon to the attention of 
the House Committee on Ways and 
Means, and will also bring it to the at
tention of the Senate Committee on 
Finance. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, the 
amendment which I have offered is in 
the nature of a substitute for the pend
ing bill and the amendments thereto 
which have been adopted. I wish to say 
at the outset that this amendment is 
not an ill-considered tax measure. Ac
cording to the expert testimony the loss 
to the Treasury under my amendment 
in the nature of a substitute would be 
somewhat less than under House bill 1. 

Before speaking briefly on the three 
features involved in-the substitute, I in
vite the attention of the Senate to H. R. 
1 as it now stands amended. · I have 
read the bill with some care-difficult 
as that task is-and I have serious 
doubts whether there are very many 
Senators who thoroughly understand the 
bill which we have been considering for 
some time. 

About · 2 years ago we attempted · to 
simplify the income tax laws, and I think 
the Congress of the United States did a 
very good job in its simplification efforts. 
Now, under the guise of a 10-20-30 bill...;_ 
which sounds like one of Kresge's 
stores-we have, not a further siinplifi
cation, but a bill of confusion so far as 
the taxpayer is concerned. Why do I 
say that: Mr. President? I respectfully 
invite attention to page 5 of the bill. 
This is what we find: 

( 1) In the case of taxable years beginning 
after December 31, 1947, the combined nor
mal tax and surtax under section 11 an'd 
subsection (b) of this section shall be the 
aggregate of the tentative normal tax and 
tentative surtax, reduced as follows: 

The reduction shall 
If the aggregate is: be: 

Not over $200------· 33¥2 percent of the 

Over $200 but not 
over $279.17. 

Over $279.i 7 but not 
over $50,000. 

Over $50,000 but not 
over $250,000. 

Over $250,000-------

aggregate. 
$67. 

24 percent of the ag
gregate. 

$12,000, plus 19% 
percent of excess 
over $50,000. 

$50,500, plus 15 per
cent of excess over 
$250,000. 

In no event shall the combined normal tax 
and surtax exceed 76¥2 percent of the net 
income of the taxpayer f<;>r the taxable year. 

Instead of having a. reduction of 30 
percent, 20 percent, or 10 percent, about 
which we have been talking, we have 
figures which will requirl.! the services 
of a lawyer if the taxpayer is to file a 
correct income-tax schedule next year. 

In search of enlightenment, I turned 
next to the report itself, and I find fur
ther complications which leave me some
what puzzled. Instead of a 20-percent 
reduction across-the-board, ·we find that 
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taxpayers have been classified into five 
sets of brackets, with different rates of 
tax for 1947 and 1948. The five sets of· 
brackets appear to have been deter
mined on with mathematical accuracy. 
The only bracket which breaks at an 
even figure is the bracket from zero to 
$1,000. The next bracket is a bracket 
from $1 ,000 to $1 ,395.83. This, mind you, 
is the figure for 1948 only. For 1947, the 
bracket breaks not at $1,395.83, but at 
$1,327.60. Somewhere in the shuffle, 
there is a difference of $68.23, which is 
fioating free. This bracket is the notch 
bracket. If a taxpayer is in this notch 
area, then he enjoys a fiat reduction of 
$67 in tax. 

The next bracket ends at $79,728.40. 
The one after that ends at $302,395.60. I 
must say that I stand in awe of drafters 
of legislation who can come within 60 
cents of accuracy on an income of more 
than $300,000. Moreover, the person who 
is lucky enough to enjoy an income of 
$300,000 will find that under the com
mittee bill he enjoys a 20 Percen~ reduc
tion for the calendar year 1948 on the 
first $79,728.40 of his income, a 15 percent 
reduction on the next $223,000 of income, 
and a reduction of somewhere between 
10.5Z percent and 10.53 percent on the 
remainder of his income. I think it is 
pretty clear that we have come a long 
way from a 20-percent reduction across
the-board, and I think that in justice to 
the Senate, before the bill becomes law 
we ought to have an explanation of what 
sort of gyrations the drafters of the bill 
went through to ~ive us this complicated 
measure. 

I use this ar~ument because 2 years 
ago we spent an unusual amount of time 
in attempting to simplify the income tax 
laws so that the taxpayer would have a 
better grasp of them and an easier time 
in filling out income tax schedules. 

I seriously contend that under H. R. 1 
as amended the taxpayer will once again 
find himself ·in chaos and confusion as 
the result of the variety of the percent
ages he will have to consider, and that 
before he can file a proper income tax 
return, under this bill, he will have to 
·consult a lawyer or an accountant or 
some other person who understands tax 
legislation. 

It seems to me that if we are to give 
the taxpayer a reduction we might also 
be good enough to give it to him without 
tears. I am, of course, aware that the 
great bulk of taxpayers are able to file a 
very simplified return and that in many 
cases the collector of internal revenue 
will compute the tax for the taxpayer, if 
his income is under $5,000. But the fact 
remains that every taxpayer has the op
tion of computing his own tax and not 
leaving it to the collector to figure out, 
and it is perfectly natural that if the 
taxpayer can find a way of reducing his 
tax by computing it himself under Form 
1040, he will try to do so, and I thinK a 
vast proportion of taxpayers figure their 
taxes under the simplified table and un
der the more complicated form to find 
out which way will give him cheapest 
results. The Revenue Act of 1945 gave 
each taxpayer a reduction of 5 percent. 
This made for a fairly simple income tax 
return form. Under the new bill, we 
will be ~oing back to the situation in 

which the taxpayer will be irritated not 
only at having to pay the tax, but at the 
form outlined by the Treasury Depart:. 
ment and the Government. 

I am also very much impressed with 
the fact that all of the elaborate scheme 
of the Senate version of H. R. 1 could 
have been accomplished in a much sim
pler way that would have removed all 
of the confusion inherent in the bill. 
That way would be to reduce the per
centages in the surtax net income 
brackets by the appropriate amount with 
perhaps the splitting up of the brackets 
into smaller sizes if deemed advisable. 

I pause now to ask whether it would 
not have been possible to accomplish 
exactly the ·same results by the method I 
have suggested. 

Our individual income tax structure 
has from the beginning been built on the 
principle of ability to pay. I have 
searched in vain in the majority report 
for a single reference to this doctrine. 
The foundation for the bill rests on the 
need to stimulate managerial incentive 
and to attract capital into risk enter
prises. 

That was the theory of H. R. 1 which 
came from the House to the Senate. 
Tax relief was made retroactive to Janu
ary 1, 1947. Every expert who appeared 
before our committee and every other 
person knows that there. is no incentive 
from the standpoint of risk capital in a 
retroactive tax measure. Yet H. R. 1, 
costing the Treasury $4,900,000,000 as it 
was reported ·by the House and came to 
the Senate, was heralded to the country 
as being a bill that would accomplish that 
very thing. The bill which is now before 
the Senate, which becomes effective as 
of July 1, will not, in my opinion, have 
the desired result, so far as incentive is 

. concerned, in causing industry to risk 
its capital, as claimed by the proponents 
of the bill. 

My bill, Mr. President, seeks to revise 
the tax structure as of January 1, 1948, 
and during the next six months it will 
give everyone in the .country an oppor
tunity thoroughly to arrange his business 
affairs in line with what he desires to 
risk, and give an opportunity to consider 
and study carefully the tax law which 
would take effect on January 1, 1948. 

Mr. President, the emphasis is on the 
crushing load of taxation on those in 
the upper-income brackets. I submit 
that this load is just as crushing and 
considerably more devastating at the 
lower levels. The simple expedient of 
raising exemptions is the method we 
oug:.t:t to use in distributing any tax re
duction we are now able to give the 
American people. 

It is a strange thing that in the begin
ning the House of Representatives 
adopted a tax measure that was based 
on the theory of a 20-percent cut across 
tn.e board. Everyone admits that this 
is only a temporary tax expedient and 
that sooner or later we must write an 
over-all tax bill to take care of the many 
inequities which have been disclosed to 
exist in our tax structure. But, Mr ~ 
President, instead of reducing taxes by 
reversing the method pursued when it 
became necessary to increase the revenue 
in order to carry on the war, they adopted 
the method of a 20-percent cut across the 

board. When I say they failed to reverse 
the method followed during the war I 
mean simply this: We all know that in 
1939 the exemption for married people 
was $2,500, for single persons, $1,000 
with an additional $400 for each depend
ent. At that particular time there 
were less than 5,000,000 ~eople on the 
income tax rolls, and in order to pro
duce revenue with which to fight a global 
war we broadened the base and placed 
millions of people on the tax rolls who 
had never in the past paid a dime in tax 
for Federal purposes. We increased the 
number on the tax rolls until today be
tween 47,000,000 and 48,000,000 people 
file income ta~ returns every year. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. THYE 
in the chair). Does the Senator from 
Dlinois yield · to the Senator from Ar
kansas? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. MGCLELLAN. The bill as passed 

by the Ho:use and the amendment 
adopted by the Senate do not contract 
the tax base. The base is left as it was 
throughout the war, is it not? 

Mr. LUCAS. Precisely so. It is not 
contracted at all. That is one of the 
things I am inveighing against in this 
argument and in the bill which I am in
troducing as a substitute for the pend
ing measure. No one can convince me 
that we have to keep 47,000,000 persons 
on the tax rolls in order to make good 
citizens of them. John W. Hanes, for
mer Under Secretary of the Treasury, 
and Roswell Magill, former Under Sec
retary of the Treasury, took the cold, 
blunt position that it was necessary, in 
order that the people might realize they 
had a stake in their Government, to keep 
them on the tax rolls. l dispute and 
challenge that theory. I understand 
that we have to have a broader base in 
order to collect the taxes necessary to 
take care of the expenditures of Gov
ernment at this particular time, but I 
seriously challenge the argument that 'it 
is necessary to keep that many people 
on the tax rolls simply to make good 
citizens of them, simply to advise them, 
through the tax collector, that, after 
all, they have a stake in their Govern
ment. A revenue collector goes into a 
small community and finds an individual 
who is paying $10 in taxes. Under 
H. R. 1 he will pay $7. All he gets is 
a 30 percent decrease in his taxes; it 
does not make any difference how many 
dependents he has, he will get the same 
credit for dependents as he would under 
the present law. All he gets is a 30 per
cent reduction. He will still be paying 
a tax bill. Every Senator knows that 
when we continue to keep these two-bit 
and fifty-cent and $1 taxpayers on the 
tax rolls it costs more money to collect 
the tax than the Government would lose 
by removing them from the rolls. 

Mr. President, my amendment would 
simply increase from $500 to $600 the 
exemption for dependents, and from 
$1,000 to $1,200 the exemption for a 
married couple. Think of it, Mr. Presi
dent. The adoption of that amendment, 
providing that slight increase in exemp
tions would take 4,800,000 people off the 
tax rolls. Moreover, 4,800,000 people 



5930 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE MAY 28 

would be taken off the tax rolls without 
doing violence to the school of thought 
which believes that people should stay 
on the tax rolls. The adoption of the· 
amendment would cost the Treasury of 
the United States $1,500,000,000. I s~all 
never be able to understand why the 
House did not thus increase the exemp
tions of the taxpayers in the lower 
brackets. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. It is quite obvious that the 

House felt that the revenue from taxes 
could be decreased a certain amount, and 
they wished to give the greater benefit to 
the taxpayers with the large incomes. 

Mr. LUCAS. Exactly. It is the same 
old story of taking care of those in the 
higher-income groups, while permitting 
the people in the lower-income; groups to 
get the worst of the arrangement. Cer
tainly the House should-have adopted the 
simple device of at least increasing the 
exemption from $1,000 to $1,200, and 
thus providing relief to the people in that 
group by taking many of them off the 
tax rolls. Furthermore, everyone knows 
that when 4,800,000 persons are taken 
off the tax rolls a certain number of per
sons will be removed from the pay roll 
of the Treasury Department, because it 
does not take a very brilliant mind to 
understand that it is-necessary to employ 
a considerable number of persons in 
order to handle 4,800,000 income-tax 
returns·. The majority party have been 
telling the people that they wanted to 
take at least 1,000,000 people off the Gov
ernment pay rolls, and yet when they 
have an opportunity to take a. great 
many people off the Treasury Depart
ment or Internal Revenue Bureau pay 
roll by pursuing the method I have advo
cated, we find that they do not adopt it. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. The bill without the Sen-

. ator's amendment violates the proper 
basis and principle of income taxation, 
which is that taxes should be based -on 
ability to pay. Is not that true? 
- Mr. LUCAS. Of course, the Senator 

from Alabama is correct. Every sane 
tax measure is based .on ability to pay. 

Certainly when the Congress provides 
for the payment of income taxes by tax
_payers at the very bottom of the income 
scale, it is violating the real basis for 
taxation, which is ability to pay. We 
have heard for years from Senators on 
the other side of the aisle about the 
snoopers and others who were sent out 
by the Government to harass and annoy 
the American people. Senators cannot 
tell me that when the Government keeps 
4,800,000 people on the tax rolls, in order 
to collect a small amount of taxes from 
them, those people are not going to be 
annoyed by the revenue agents in the 
respective communities where they live. 
So, Mr. President, violence will again be 
done to the principle which the majority 
party have been preaching for so long. 

Mr. President, I have been referring 
to the first provision. Let us s.ee who 
supported that provision at the hearings 
before the Finance Committee. The first 

person to whom I wish to refer is Ran
dolph Paul, formerly General Counsel to 
the Treasury Department, and one of 
the leading tax lawyers of the United 
States. He recently wrote a book on tax
ation. At page 522 of the printed hear
ings we find that he said: 

The relatively modest $100-per-person in
crease in personal exemptions and depend
ency credits contained in the Lucas amend
ment means an additional ability to buy 
food, clothing, and shelter. Not only do the 
lowest incomes sorely need increased power 
to buy the necessities of life, but the Na
tion as a whole will benefit if they have in
creased power since the market for consumer 
goods will be correspondingly enlarged. 

Mr. President, the people who need re
lief most are those in the low-income 
groups, who have the mass buying power, 
and who spend their money as fast as 
they earn it. They are the ones whom 
Mr. Paul says should have the relief, 
although they will not get it under House 
bill 1 unless it is amended as I propose. 

I read further frorr. the hearings: 
For the income group under $5,000 th-e 

Lucas amendment provides relief where relief 
is needed most--in the case•. of the family 
with children. The average or -typical Ameri
can family-a man, wife, and two children
with an income of $2,500 a year, now_ pays ~ 
tax of $95. Under the House l;>ill this famlly 
would pay a tax of $67, but under the Lucas 
amendment the same family would pay a 
tax of $17. · 

Of course, Mr. President, those are 
figures that cannot be disputed. Obvi
ously the major tax relief should be af
forded to families baving an income of 
$2,500 or less. · · 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. I wish to call particular at

tention to the fact that in that case the 
Senator from Illinois is dealing with the 
average American family, which is com
posed of a husband, a wife, and two chil
dren, with an income of only approxi
mately $2,500 a. year. Of course, the 
Senator· from Dlinois knows that that 
family of four persons, having an income 
of only approximately $200 a month, has 
many other taxes to pay. They do not 
pay them directly, but, of course, they 
have to pay the taxes just the same, even 
though they pay them indirectly. Is not 
that true? 

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator from Ala
bama is correct. 

Mr. HILL. They have to pay all kinds 
of taxes. 

Mr. LUCAS. That is correct. 
Mr. HILL. It is only rarely that only 

the ad valorem tax has to be paid. Most 
of the States impose various taxes, and 
the Federal Government has imposed 
taxes called excise taxes. Moreover, the 
Senator from Dlinois knows as well -as 
every other Senator does the terrifically 
high prices which have to be paid in the 
United States. Yet, instead of granting 
the relief which the Senator from Illinois 
proposes for the average American fam
ily of four, with an income of approxi
mately $200 a month, the bill before us 
proposes that the largest part of the re
lief be given to those who make the large 
profits from the high prices which pre~ 

van in tl:ie United States today. Is not 
that true? 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I will say 
to the Senator from Alabama ·that in my 
opinion those in the lower-income 
groups do not get what they are en
titled to, under the bill as it came to 
the Senate, when what is done for them 
is compared with what is done for fam
ilies in the middle- and upper-income 
groups. That is the point I made all 
the way through the hearings before the 
Finance Committee, and it is the point 
I am trying to stress today on the floor 
of the Senate, although I know that it 
is useless to do so. Nevertheless I make 
that point now. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. ·Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. The Senator's 

point is that under the bill the attempt 
is to give the relief at the wrong end of 
the scale-to give it to those in the higher 
income groups, instead of giving it to 
those in the lower income groups, who 
are most in need of tax relief. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, 1f the bill 
as passed by the House were to become 
law, the greater part of the relief would -
be given to those in the higher income 
brackets, with the result that the taxes 
they would have to pay would b~ ap
proximately the taxes they had to pay 
before the war. Of course the Senate 
Finance Committee has reported the b111 
with certain amendments; but I have 
been speaking of the bill as it came from 
the House of Representatives. By ex
aminii,lg the graphs which have been 
prepar~d by the Treasury Department 
experts, we can see exactly what would 
have happened in the event that the 
original bill had been enacted into law. 

_- At the hearings Mr. Paul further said: 
If an identical family has an income of 

$5,000, it now pays a tax of $589. Under th~ 
House b1ll lt would pay a tax of $471, but 
under the Lucas amendment it would pay 
a tax of $445. 

In other words, the families with in
comes of $2,500 or less are the families 
which would be materially aided by a 
small increase of $100 in the exemption 
for dependents and an increase from 
$1,000 to $1,200 in the exemption for a 
married couple. · 

Mr: President, I submit that if anyone 
is to get any tax relief at this time those 
who have the buying power, those who 
spend the money, should get the relief 
afforded by reduced taxes. The Senator 
from Alabama will be interested in what 
was stated by a witness who testified be
fore our committee. He said: 

H. R. 1 ignores the plight of the 92 percent 
of the families in the United States with 
total family income of less than $5,000. It 
ignores ·the fact that more than half the 
famllies in the country are st1ll living today 
on less than $2,000 a year. 

Just think of that, more than half the 
families in the United States of America 
are today living on incomes of less than 
$2,000. 

Why not grant urgently needed tax relief 
to those gr'oups, whose standard of living 
has been drastically bit because of price 
rises? 
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I do not know what · the.Se prices are 

at the present time, but here was the 
testimony submitted before our com
mittee some 30 days ago with respect 
to rises in the prices of some of the 
necessities of life. 

According to the Bureau ~f Labor Statts
tics, 40 percent of the income of the fam
Uies in this latter group (of $2,000 or less) 
must go for food, for which retail prices 
have increased 31 percent in a 'period of 10 
months. . 

Coffee increased 49 percent, bread 25 per- : 
cent, meat 60 percent, milk 32 percent, lard 
72 percent, oleomargarine 73 percent, drug 
products now cost 67 percent more than they 
did in June 1946. Soap increased 62 per
cent, cotton goods 39 percent_ more, house
hold paint 60 percent more, leather 63 per-
cent more. · 

Why do I cite those figures? Definitely 
to demonstrate the need for giving these 
people a fair break, a fa·~r shake, in any . 
mcome-tax reduction, because of high 
~rices which have greatly increased 
smce OPA went out of existence. 

Mr. President, speaking of high _ prices~ 
well do I rememb,er_ qow the majority on 
the otter side of the. aisle told ,the Ameri
can people, just about a year ago "All 
you need do is to get rid of OPA, g~t rid 
of the black market, and you will see 
prices rise from 20 to 25 percent ih ·the 
next 30 days, and then, ·after the 30 
days, you will see the prices go back- to· 
where they were under OPA." - · · 

Mr. HILL. Mr. · President will· the.s 
Senator yield? . . ' 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. -
Mr. HILL. Of course, the Senator 

saw those on the other side of the aisle 
du~ing the last session, day after day, as 
I did, as they threw their torpedoes into 
the OPA. Is not that correct? 

Mr. LUCAS. That is correct. . 
Mr. HILL. It was those torpedoes. 

which finally blew up and destroyed t·he 
OPA. Is not that correct? 

Mr. LUCAS. There is. no doubt about 
it. 

Mr. HILL. That is why there are-these 
outrageously high prices today. . 

Mr. LUCAS. There is no doubt about 
that at all, I will say to the Senator 
from Alabama. · 

I ~ish now · to call attention to prices.
The mdex shows that prices rose con
stantly after the failure to extend OPA 
in June, and went up until March then 
leveled off in March, and remai~ed at 
those levels to this time, and all the pre
dictions of a decline in prices made by 
the majority party when they got rid of 
OPA failed to come true. The housewife 
today, those in the galleries who are 
housewives, who have t9 buy the clothes 
they wear and the things they need for 
the table, well realize that prices are tre
me~dously higher than those they were 
paymg a year ago today. Yet because of 
a ~onstan~ drive against OPA, a constant 
drive agamst regimentation in a recon
struction period, a constant drive for po
litical reasons, the OPA was broken 
down, the American people are suffering 
today as a result of what was done. , . 

Mr.l!ILL. _Mr. President, in speaking 
about people with low incomes a little 
while ago the Senator ·referred to ·the 
taxes they have to pay, Federal excise 
taxes, as well as State, county, · and mu-

nicip~d tax·es. · I call the Senator's atten- . 
tion; if I may, .to this statement by Mr. 
Paul: 

.It is sometimes forgotten that practically 
every citizen pays substantial excise .taxes. 

All the citizens 'in the lower income 
groups, the Senator said, have to pay, as 
Paul says "substantial excise taxes which 
have a relatively heavier impact upon 
the low-income groups than upon the 
higher income groups." 

In other words, so far as the people in 
the _low-income groups are concerned, the . 
excise taxes are much more oppressive 
they bear down upon them much mo1;~ 
heavily, cost them much more than do 
~he excise taxes on those in the higher 
mcome groups. Is not that true? 

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator's statement 
is correct. The argument that is pre
sented, that we can make a good citizen -
out of an individual by placing his name 
on the tax roll, is a lot of economic bunk. 
~r. HILL. Did not this Government 

exist for some 140 years before we even 
had an income tax? 
~ Mr. LUCAS. Certainly. 

Mr. HILL. And has it not been only in 
more recent years that, because of the 
necessities and the compulsions of war, 
~e have had to put the people in the low
l_ncome groups on the tax rolls? Was 
there any question about good ·citizens in · 
this· country ·before they were put on the. 
tax r.olls? · 
, Mr. LUCAS. The Senator from Ala-_: 
bama is correct. Let me remind him 
also th,a~ the average citizen in every 
commumty pays school taxes, city taxes, 
county taxes, taxes for municipal pur
poses. He is tax conscious-do not worry 
about that-as the result of what he has 
to pay in his local community, in addi
tion to the hidden Federal excise taxes 
which he has to pay. 

Mr. HILL. Of course, he pays a State 
income tax; does he not? 

Mr. LUCAS. In most States he does: 
Mr. HILL. He pays very heavy State 

and local sales taxes. The sales taxes 
today are very heavy. 
- Mr. LUCAS. There is no doubt about 
that. So far as I am concerned, the 
argument about keeping on the tax rolls 
in order to make them tax conscious is 
merely a lot of economic poppycock. 

Mr. HILL. I ask the Senator if it is 
not a fact that whenever one wants ·to 
do a bad thing he tries to cloak it and 
give it the semblance .of respectability, 
by announcing some good purpose for it. 
Is not that true? 

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator is correct. 
I desire also to emphasize what I have 
said with respect to those in the lower
income groups by reading a short state
ment made by Stanley H. Ruttenberg 
who is assistant director of the research 
for the CIO of America. He testified 
before our co.mmittee. He does not like 
the split-income feature, because it does 
nQt reach the lower-income groups. But 
he wrote this to the committee: 

Your -bill, with the exception o! the split
ting-of-income provision, while it does not 

.g"' near far enough, is far superior to H. R. 1. 

In other words, .they ·want more ex._ 
emptions, and they are entitled to more 
'exemptions. The country would have 

been better off had relief been centered 
on those in the lower-income brackets 
primarily because of the high price~ 
which now prevail. 

Mr. William Green, president of the 
American Federation of Labor, wrote a 
letter, in which he said-and this comes 
from the American Federation of Labor: 

In a period of general prosperity total tax 
revenues should be kept at a high level. 
An increased share 1.! the Federal revenue 
should be applied toward a reduction of the 
national debt. The forces of inflation are 
strengthened at such a time if unwise tax 
cuts are made. 

The nationaltncome i~> now at an all-time 
b,igh. In the current year the Federal Treas
ury is to achieve a surplus. While this sur
plus is likely to be small, its achievement 
so soon after the vast wartime expenditures 
and at a time when peace is not yet fully 
concluded is indeed significant. Under 
these circumstances the American Federa
tion of Labor believes that tax cuts should 
be made with extreme care, bearing in mind 
their ultimate as well as their Lnmediate 
effects. 

• • 
The American Federation of Labor is un

qualifiedly opposed to any proposal for an 
across-the-board perce!l '·age reduction in 
.individual inccme tax. We believe t h at this 
method for reducing individual income taXes 
is in direct opposition to the principle of 
progr-essive taxation, which labor strongly 
and -insistently supports. 

• • 
· As between H. R. 1 and the Senate· substl· 

tute for H. R. 1, ·ther.efore, we believe that 
the substitute measure more nearly meets 
the requirements of a sound tax policy, l;le-. 
cause it provides more .relief to those in the 
lower-income brackets at a somewhat small-
er loss in revenue. · 

As between H. R. 1 and the Lucas sub
stitute, "we believe that tt .. e substitute 
measure more nearly meets the require
ments of a so_und tax policy, because it 
provides more relief to those in the 
lower-income brackets, at a somewhat 
smaller loss of revenue." 

Mr. President, anyone· reading the 
testimony by the spokesmen for the two 
great labor organizations of America 
will understand something about the 
mass purchasing power of the consum
ing public. I think 1 have said ft before, 
but I repeat: The exemption feature of 
the amendment would cost one and a 
half billion dollars of revenue. 

The next proposal deals with the split
ting of family incomes. I shall not dis
cuss that, because it has been thorough
ly discussed here within the last 2 
~ays. I shall only say that in my opin
Ion there was never a more glaring in
equity in the tax structurr than that 
which exists today between community
property and non-community-property 
States. I hope the time will come, and 
very soon, when those inequities will be 
removed and the entire country placed 
upon a uniform basis. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. The Senator has been 

quo_ting from different organizations. I 
notice that the American Farm Bureau 
Federation, which is the great national 
organization ·or farmers, has very em
phatically endorsed the particular prop~ 
osition which the Senator has just been 
"discussing. , . . . 
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Mr. LUCAS. The Senator is correct. 
The Honorable Edward O'Neal, president 
of the Federation, wrote me a letter on 
the subject, which I have placed in the · 
REco~n. He is definitely in favor of a 
bill that will split family incomes and 
place husband and wife upon a uniform 
basis throughout the country. Bernard 
Baruch wrote a letter strongly endorsing 
that feature of the bill. IL fact, there 
was not a single witness who testified, 
including witnesses for proponents of 
the measure, who did not believe this to 
be a good feature to be embraced within 
a tax bill, at some time. But the strong 
proponents of the House bill, such as Mr. 
Hanes and Mr. Magill, thought the mat
ter should be delayed a little while 
longer. 

Mr. HILL. I spoke of the declaration 
by the American Farm Bureau -Federa
tion. In connection with this matter, I 
should like to call attention also to the 
fact that the Farmers Educational and 
Cooperative Union of America declares 
as to the proposal. by the Senator from 
Illinois, in a letter addressed to him un
der date of May 2, as follows: 

As to your proposal for the splitting of 
family incomes, certainly this would rectify 
one of the most glaring injustices in the 
present tax structure, and I think it is 
worthy of the most serious consideration. 

Mr. LUCAS. I thank the Senator. 
That was the trend of the testimony 
throughout the hearings before the Sen
ate Finance Committee. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is. a 

member of the Finance Committee. I 
wonder if he seriously believes that, 
were this opportunity of rectifying the 
injustices to be passed by, there would 
be any likelihood of a change in the tax 
structure next year, in accordance with 
the suggestion, since it would still at that 
time cost from $800,000,000 to $1,000,-
000,000? 

Mr. LUCAS. I should like to think so, 
Mr. President; but, knowing what has 
happened here for the last 26 years, I 
shall never believe it, until I see it writ
ten into a law and signed by the Pres
ident. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I cannot imagine 
that we are at all likely to have an op
portunity at any time in the near future 
of reducing taxes on a similar scale, such 
as the opportunity we now have. It is 
an opportunity to bring taxes down. 
When taxes are lowered under the pend
ing bill, it will become progressively more 
difficult thereafter to obtain any further 
reduction. I am sure there will be minor 
adjustments, but, if the present oppor
tunity is lost, in my opinion there will 
not be one chance in a thousand that a 
change will be made next year. TheRe
publicans will come in then and say, 
"Oh, we would love to do it. but we can
not afford it." Under the pending bill, 
and under the present conditions, they 
obviously can afford it. Actually, the 
people who would benefit under H. R. 1 
are to a great extent the same people who 
would be_nefit under the splitting of fam
ily income, although the ben_efit is dis
tributed in a slightly different way~ 

through the higher exemptions and the 
splitting of family income. Is not that 
true? 

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator ls correct. 
I concur in what the Senator says. 
Here is the danger in writing the tax 
bill for next year. It is all very well for 
the House Ways and Means Committee 
to sit down and talk about inequities in 
taxation, and to have lengthy hearings; 
that is a fine thing. Election year is 
coming along in 1948, and I think it is 
a good thing, from that angle. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. R sounds good. 
Mr. LUCAS. ~t sounds good. It is a 

sound proposition to do that, from every 
angle. But this ls my fear-no one 
knows what is going to happen between 
now and this time 1 year from now. We 
have already witnessed a very serious 
situation from the standpoint of foreign 
affairs, compelling us to appropriate 
hundreds of millions of dollars by way 
of a Greek-Turkish loan. No one is able 
to say what may happen. As the Sen
ator suggests, there may or may not be 
a tax bill next year. If I were a gambling 
man, I should g·amble that there· will not 
be a tax bill next year, in vie~ of con
ditions that exist in this country and the 
conditions that exist throughout the 
world. There are many who favor the 
universal military-training b111. That, 
alone, would cost $1,5oo;ooo,ooo, accord
ing to estimates made by the War De
partment. It is probably a worthy meas
ure. . In any kind of emergency which 
m~y arise, expenditures would immedi
ately increase, and it would be difficult to 
find the necessary votes to reduce taxes 
next year. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Unfortunately, I 
did not hear the beginning of the Sena
tor's discussion. Did he discuss the tim
ing of the bill, or the appropriateness of 
a tax reduction of the size proposed at 
this time? 

Mr. LUCAS. I said that my substitute 
b111 seeks to start the reduction of taxes 
on January 1, 1948. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator has 
already discussed that? 

Mr. LUCAS. Yes; I have. That would 
afford an opportunity, between now and 
that time, to study the whole fiscal 
problem of the Government, and to ob
serve conditions throughout the world. 
Should anything serious occur. we could 
take appropriate measures. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. May I suggest that 
by following that procedure, the Treas
ury might be better off by from one and 
a half to two billion dollars. In that 
connection, the argument made in justi
fication of H. R. 1, namely, that it would 
give a greater incentive to production, a 
greater incentive to new business, and so 
on, seems to me to be completely errone
ous. Of course, business is very good at 
the moment. It is not a lack of produc
tion or a prospect of unemployment that 
is facing the country. · It is a lack of 
consumption, if anything, that is to bring 
on the anticipated recession, is it not? 
So, while none of us is opposed to giving 
an incentive for production, it ls the 
timing of the bill .that is basically wrong, 
it seems to me. Under different condi
tions the bill would be a very good one; 
for example,if there were unemployment 
and a lack of investment. As a matter 

of fact, investment conditions. are very 
good at the moment, are they not? 

Mr. LUCAS. If I -u.nders_tand the Wall 
Street Journal and other leading finan
cial papers, they are al;>out as good now 
as they have been in a long time. So 
far as I am able to ascertain, there is 
no one who is suffering, whether he is 
in a corporation or in a partnership, or 
is conducting a business by himself. In 
other words, greater profits are being 
made at the present time than at any 
·other time in the history of the coun
try. Profits of corporations are at _an 
all time high; The individual citiZen 
in America is better off today than he 
has ever been before. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It seems to me the 
purpose is not to try to stimulate greater 
and greate1 inflation at the present time. 
Our real objective should be to stabilize 
production as nearly as we can at the 
present level, because, for at least some 
time, that will continue to be a very 
satisfactory level. If incentives are 
provided to further production at higher 
price.-:. inflation will be accelerated and 
there will be a recurrence of what hap
pened at the end of the twenties; the 
policy followed will bring about a repe
tition of the same thing that happened 
at the end of the twenties. 

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator knows that 
in 1945 we passed a tax bill which cost 
the Treasury Department $6,000,000,000. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I opposed that 
bill. 

Mr. LUCAS. By that bill we repealed 
the excess-profits taxes. By that bill, 
in my judgment, we provided the incen
tive for big · business to do the very 
things that many say the pending bill 
wnf do. The pending bill does not touch 
corporations at all. I contend that 
there is absolutely no incentive whatso
ever in the pending bill. It is simply the 
cutting of a juicy melon and passing the 
pieces around to the people over the 
country, and the little fellow in the lower 
income brackets is not going to receive 
very much. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. The Senator from Dlinois 

has ·expressed doubt as- to whether we 
can have a tax-reduction bill in the next 
session of Congress. Certainly, he doubts 
that if such a bill were passed it would 
involve much tax reduction. The same 
doubt has been very well expressed by 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Arkansas. In that connection I should 
like to call attention to the fact that the 
only avowed candidate for the Republi
can nomination for President next year, 
1948, has just returned from a trip 
through Europe where he has seen at 
first hand the conditions, where he has 
seen the needs of the people. He comes 
back to us and declares that we should 
devote 10 percent of all our production 
of food, of goods, of materials, of every
thing else for the rebuilding and rehabili
tation of the countries of Europe, in the 
hope that by that method we may be 
able to build peace in this world. If we 
are to follow such a program certainly 
the 10 percent of our production will have 
to be paid for out of the Treasury, and 
that means that it will have to be paid 
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.for with · taxes taken from the pockets 
of the people. Certainly with such a 
program as that confronting us we can
not look with much optimism toward 
any substantial reduction in taxes at the 
next session of Congress. Is that not 
true? 

Mr. LUCAS. I agree with the Senator. 
This further should be said in connection 
with the Senator's observation. The 
pending tax reduction bill is based upon 
a false theory. It is based upon con
templated revenue arising from the na
tional income in the fiscal year 1948. · 

Mr. HILL. Which no one has any as
surance will be maintained at the pres
ent level. 

Mr. LUCAS. That is true. No one has 
any assurance of that; and a tax bill 
cannot be passed now upon ·the basis of 
reduction of expenditures. We know that -
to be true the way things are now going. 
It will be necessary to have a national 
income of at least $170,000,000,000 during 
the coming fiscal year in order to carry 
out the pledges the party in the major
ity in Congress have made to the people 
of the country, naniely, to give them a 
thre·e and one-half billion dollar tax re
duction. pay $2,600,000,000 on the na
tional debt, and still have some surplus 
remaining. 

Mr. HILL. Of course, $170,000,000,000 
is the hip;hest national income this coun
try ·ever had, an income which a few 
years ago the most optimistic person 
never even dreamed of. Is that not true? 

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator is correct; 
It is the highest income in all our his
tory, and it may be the highest income 
we will have for a long, long time. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. In that connec

tion, I wish to say that the people who 
are supposed to know, and I think are 
the best judges of the future of busi
ness, that is the people who invest in 
securities in New York, certainly by 
their actionL indicate that they do not 
believe the na.tional income is going to 
stay at $170,000,000,000 a year. I wonder 
whether in the back of their minds 
they do not know that the kind of financ
ing that it is proposed now and the 
kind of policy that has been followed 
during the last few months in approach
ing the Nation's fiscal problem assure 
that we are not going to have a con
tinuation of a $170,000,000,000 national 
income. 

Mr. LUCAS. It may be one of the 
factors that move them to do as they 
are doing. I do not know what factors 
are entering into the decline on the 
stock exchange at the present time. But 
there must be some reason for the de
cline. Some of the smart boys who deal 
on the stock exchange may be looking 
into the future and may be figuring that 
now might be a good time to get ·out. 
I do not know. No one can tell, of 
course, what is in store for the future. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. But ordinarily one 
would think that if a bill were going 
to have the effect that this bill is sup
posed to have by way of incentive to 
business and all that, with the evidence 
that has been given here of the strength 
of the proponents of the bill-and it 

looks as if the bill will be passed-the 
market would go up, in view of that 
exhibition of strength for the bill, if 
the bill will really have the effect its 
proponents say it will have. 

Mr. LUCAS. I do not know about 
that. I simply do not want to make 
any commer.t upon that matter. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

Along the line of what has just been 
stated respecting tlle financial condition 
of the Nation, what effect does the Sen
ator think the pending bill will have 
on the national income in view of the 
fact that the bill proposes to help those 
receiving large incomes but does very 
little to help those receiving small in
comes? Will it have a tendency to 
increase our national income or not? 

Mr. LUCAS. There is much food for 
thought raised by the Senator's ques
tion. Some argue that taxes can be re
duced and that more revenues will result 
from the reduction in taxes by reason 
of stimulating incentive for individuals 
to invest in business and to make more 
money and thereby bring more tax reve
nue into the United States Treasury. · I 
do not ~gree with that theory at all. 
Such a result might occur once in a great 
while. But when taxes are reduced by 
three and one-half billion dollars, which 
is what the Government will lose by the 
passage of this measure, I do not think 
there is any way to make up that loss in 
revenue. 
· Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

Is it not true that if there is a reduction 
made in the taxes of those receiving the 
smaller incomes, say $2,000 a year or 
$3,000 or even up to $4,000 a year, the 
result will be to put into circulation the 
money thus saved to the small tax
payers? 

Mr. LUCAS. That is where the stimu
lation of buying power comes. The mass 
of buying power comes from those re
ceiving such incomes. The man in the 
lower-income bracket who receives a re
duction in his taxes spends the dollars 
thus saved to him. We have to have a 
follow through on that policy in order to 
have a large national income. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Is it not true that economic experts agree 
that such a policy would stimulate pur
chasing power to the seventh degree? 

Mr. LUCAS. I do not know about 
that. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
have seen the claim made that purchas
ing power is stimulated by such action 
seven times. 

Mr. LUCAS. I do not want to enter 
into a discussion of that matter, because 
I am not sufficiently familiar with it. 

Mr.. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. I wish to address my

self to section 3 of the Senator's substi
tute amendment. I understood the dis
tinguished Senator from Illinois to say 
a few moments ago that he had received 
a written statement from several out
standing authorities on taxation, and 
other distinguished Americans relativ-e 
to the wisdom of this provision. I ask 

the distinguished Senator if he has in
quired of the Treasury ·Department or 
the Internal Revenue Bureau as to their 
attitude respecting section 3 of the sub- · 
stitute amendment? 

Mr. LUCAS. Does the Senator refer 
to the splitting of family incomes? 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes. 
Mr. LUCAS. The Treasury Depart

ment advised the Committee on Fi
nance--and the committee has been 
working on this problem for some time-
that they are definitely in favor of having 
such action taken at the proper time. 
They do not state any definite time for 
action, but they take the position that 
they do not believe that this is the time 
to reduce taxes. 

Mr. WHERRY. Testimony to that ef
fect was read into the RECORD yesterday 
by the chairman. of the Senate Finance 
Committee. I am intensely interested 
in knowing whether the Senator from 
Illinois has been in communication with 
the Treasury Department or has had 
any discussion with the Department as 
to its attitude, and as to whether or not 
the Department would cooperate and aid 
if possible in the consideration of such 
legislation in connection with the tax bill 
we talk about which will be submitted to 
Congress at the beginning of the next 
session. 

Mr. LUCAS. The tax bill which is 
right around the corner? 

Mr. WHERRY. Yes, the tax bill which 
is right around the corner. Can the 
Senator from Illinois say anything for 
the record that will be of help to those 
of us who are interested in seeing that 
this particular kind of legislation is 
adopted by the Senate? · 

Mr. LUCAS. I cannot add anything· 
more that has been said. I have had· 
no personal conversations with" the 
Secretary of the Treasury about this 
matter. The only thing I did was to 
have one. of the Treasury representa
tives, Mr. Surrey, come before the com
mittee with a full explanation, which can 
be found in the hearings. I think it is a 
very fair explanation. He took no posi
tion. The Treasury Department took 
the position that it was not m favor of 
tax reduction of any kind at this time. 
However, like the Senator from Colorado, 
the Department is very sympathetic to
ward the splitting of family incomes on a 
uniform basis throughout the country. 

Mr. WHERRY. I know that the Sena
tor has had considerable experience with 
various Government agencies, and espe
cially the revenue agency. I am looking 
for a light somewhere, if we can find it, 
that may be helpful, in the way of a 
definite assurance. During the past 3 
or 4 years I have been told by several 
officials that they felt that this was legis
lation which should be enacted at some 
time. 

Mr. LUCAS. I think I can give definite 
assurance that that is the attitude of .the 
Treasury Department. I do not make 
that statement on the basis of direct con
versations, but it is based upon what the 
Secretary of the Treasury stated before 
the committee and upon inference. I am 
sure that the Treasury representatives 
will cooperate if and when we get around 
to . drafting a bilL 
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Mr. WHERRY. If the substitute which 

the distinguished Senator has offered 
should be adopted, what would be the 
cost in revenue so far as concerns the 
particular section which we are dis
cussing? 

Mr. LUCAS. The total loss in revenue 
occasioned by the three sections would be 
approximately three and one-half billion 
dollars. · 

Mr. WHERRY. I am speaking of the 
second section. What would it cost? 

Mr. LUCAS. I wish I knew. I have 
heard a great many figures in that con
nection during the past 2 or 3 days of 
debate, and I confess that I am some
what puzzled. In the hearings it was 
definitely testified that the cost would be 
$752,000,000. Yesterday the able Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN] used the 
figure of $800,000,000. Then in the last 
burst of speed before we voted on the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Arkansas, the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado made the statement that it 
would cost $1,000,000,000. Someone had 
revised the figures again. 

I have always had a little trouble with 
the experts. They can never be pinned 
down. The Senator knows that in the 
practice of law one can find experts to 
testify to almost anything. I do not 
make that statement-with respect to the 
staff, because they are a competent 
group. But we can get the Treasury and 
the staff to agree on scarcely any set of 
figures. I believe that the experts ought 
to try to get together when they are try
ing to advise the Congress and the coun
try on an important tax measure of this 
kind. . 

I am glad that the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
McCLELLAN] was voted upon yesterday, 
because I am satisfied, if we had delayed 
a vote until today, another $200,000,000 
or $300,000,000 would have been added to 
the estimate of loss in revenue. 

Mr. WHERRY. Does not the Senator 
feel that even though the McClellan· 
amendment was rejected yesterday, that 
fact should not be interpreted as a re
flection of the sentiments of many Sena
tors who, if the amendment had not in
volved a loss in revenue, would have 
voted for it? Is that interpretation cor
rect? 

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator's interpre
tation is correct so far as the Senator 
from Illinois is concerned. I will say· 
to the Senator that so far as I am con
cerned I will join with him, when an ap
propriate tax measure is before us, in an 
effort to see that enough Democrats and 
Republicans get together to place all the 
citizens of. the country on a uniform basis 
..so far as splitting family income is con
cerned. 

Mr. WHERRY. Let me say to the dis
tinguished Senator from Illinois that I 
believe that the principles involved in 
the second section of his amendment 
should be adopted by the Senate. As I 
stated yesterday in colloquy with the dis
tinguished Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
McCLELLAN 1, I think there is no answer 
to the principle involved in such a pro
posal. It ought to be adopted. In my 
opinion every · Senator feels that it is 
fair, and that so long as the present 
situation continues there will be an in-

equity. I hoPe that another tax bill is 
just around the corner. It seems to me 
that the first business to be considered 
in connection with such a measure is leg
islation which will accomplish what the 
Senator from Tilinois and the Senator 
from Arkansas attempted to do in simi
lar amendments. 

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator was good 
enough to vote for the McClellan amend
ment yesterday. I understand pretty 
well the situation with respect to party 
solidarity in connection with tax bills 
and other measures. I think it was 
commendable for the Senator to leave his 
party and vote for the McClellan amend
ment. I think the time has passed when 
either party should attempt to hold in 
line Members on one side of the aisle 
or other on such a question as this. 
The Senator from Nebraska, who is one 
of the leaders on the other . side of the 
aisle, ought to take the bull by the horns, 
so to speak, and see if we cannot per
suade some Republicans .to go along with 
us the next time. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 

should like to ask if the loss of revenue 
was estimated on the basis of the present 
law or on the basis of the bill now pend
ing, which provides for a reduction of be
tween 20 and 30 percent, or upon the 
basis of the Senator's amendment in the 
nature of · a substitute. 

Mr. LUCAS. There are two difterent 
questions. As I understand, House b1111, 
as amended, would cost the Treasury ap
proximately three and a half billion dol
lars. 
' Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
am speaking now of community property. 
As I understand, there would be a reduc
tion of between 20 and 30 percent if the 
committee version of the bill now before 
the Senate were enacted, estimated on 
the basis of the present law. If the Sen
ator's amendment were adopted, might 
not the loss in revenue because of the 
community-property feature be less? 

Mr. LUCAS. I am not prepared to an
swer that question. It would be necessary 
to consult the experts. 

The third significant provision of the 
bill is the reduction by two points of the 
surtax rate in each surtax net income 
bracket. This has the effect of giving 
each taxpayer a reduction of 2 percent of 
surtax net income. This proposal, in 
contrast with the reductions contained 
in H. R. 1, gives a more equitable amount 
of savings in dollars to all taxpayers 
rather than relating the savings directly 
to the amount of taxes paid. 

Mr. President, the three proposals in
cluded in my amendment can be under
s_tood by everyone. There is nothing 
complicated about it. It follows the 
well-defined pattern of the tax struc
ture which exists at the present time. 
The cost of the three proposals would be 
approximately $3,500,000,000. 

Yesterday I voted for the amendment 
offered by the able Senator from Ar
kansas [Mr. McCLELLAN]. If that 
amendment had been adopted, there 
would have been an additional cost of 
between $800,000,000 and $1,000,000,000, 
which would have represented an in-

creased benefit to those in the upper
and middle-income brackets. They are 
already pretty well taken care of. 

The other amendment offered by the 
Senator from Arkansas would cost the 
Treasury approXimately $3,000,000,000. 
So, if those amendments had been 
adopted we should have had a .tax
reduction measure involving a heavy loss 
in revenue. Nevertheless, I supported 
the first amendment. 

The three proposals contained in my 
amendment would cost a total of $3,-
500,000,000 if adopted. I am asking 
that my amendment be substituted for 
the bill now before the Senate. I be
lieve it is a better, sounder bill, from the 
standpoint of equity and from the stand
point of honest taxation, in line with 
the ability of the taxpayer to pay. It 
follows the pattern that we have been 
following for years on the question of 
exemptions. It does not do anythiiig 
other than what seems to me to be fair 
and just. If we ·are to have a tax
reduction bill, I think this is the kind 
of bill we ought to have. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by the Senator from lliinois. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the rolL 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushfield 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Chavez 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Downey 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ji,:cton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Fulbright 
George 
Green 

Gurney Murray 
Hatch Myers 
Hawkes O'Conor 
Hayden O'Daniel 
Hickenlooper Pepper 
Hill · Reed 
Hoey Revercomb 
Holland Robertson, Va. 
Ives Robertson, Wyo. 
Jenner Russell 
Johnson, Colo. Baltonstall 
Johnston, S. C. Smith 
Kern Sparkman 
Kilgore Taft 
Knowland Taylor 
Langer Thomas, Okla. 
Lodge Thomas. Utah 
Lucas Thye 
McCarran Tydings 
McCarthy Umstead 
McClellan Vandenberg 
McFarland Watkins 
McMahon Wherry 
Magnuson White 
Malone Wiley 
Martin Williams 
Maybank · Wilson 
Millikin Young 
Moore 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BRICKER in the chair). Eighty-six Sen
ators having answered to their names, 
a quorum is present. 

The question is on the adoption of the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
offered by the Senator fi·om Tilinois. 

Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. WHERRY, and 
other Senators requested the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, I 

should like to address a question to the 
Senator from Illinois, the sponsor of 
the amendment. As I understand from 
section 7 of the proposed amendment, its 
provisions would not become effective 
until January 1, 1948. Is that correct? 

Mr. LUCAS. That is correct. 
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Mr. REVERCOMB. Furthermore, it 

would replace and strike out all of the 
committee's bill? 

Mr. LUCAS. Precisely; that is cor
rect. 

Mr. REVERCOMB. It is a substitute 
measure, and would not become effec
tive until January 1, 1948? 

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. I will say to the 

able Senator that I am very much im
pressed and very favorably impressed 
with the idea of increasing exemptions, 
but from my own viewpoint, I feel that 
I should make this statement, that I do 
not want to support any amendment that 
defers the benefits of any tax bill beyond 
July 1 of this year. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
.question is on agreeing to the amend
ment in the nature of a substitute offered 
by the Senator from Illinois [Mr. LucASl. 
On this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the · clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. REED <when his name was called). 
I have a general pair with the senior 
Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNERJ. 
On this vote, I transfer that pair to the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsE], and 
I will vote. I vote "nay." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 

Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
ToBEY], who is absent because of illness 
in his family, is paired with the Sena
tor from Rhode Island [Mr. McGRATH]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
New Hampshire would vote "nay," and 
the Senator from Rhode Island would 
vote "yea." 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
BUTLER], who is absent on official busi
ness, is paired with the Senator from 
Tennessee [Mr. STEWART]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Nebraska 
would vote "nay," and the Senator from 
Tennessee would vote "yea." 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE], 
who is necessarily absent, is paired with 
the Senator from New York [Mr. 
WAGNER]. 

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Mc
GRATH], and the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. STEWART] are absent on public 
business. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
McKELLAR], the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'MAHONEYl, and the Senator from 
New York [Mr. WAGNER] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
OVERTON] is absent by . leave of the 
Senate. 

On this vote I announce the following 
pairs: The Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. McGRATH] is paired with the Sen
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY]. 
If present, the Senator from Rhode Is
land would vote "yea," and the Senator 
from New Hampshire would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
STEW!.l~Tl is paired with the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. BUTLER]. If present, 
the Senator from Tennessee would vote 
"yea," and the Senator from Nebraska 
would vote "nay." 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
WAGNER] has a general pair with the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED]. 

The result was announced-yeas 28, 
nays 58, as follows: 

Chavez 
Downey 
Eastland 
Fulbright 
Green 
Hayden 
Hill 
Hoev 
Holland 
Johnston, S. C. 

Aiken 
Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushtl.eld 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Connally 
Cooper 
Cor<:ion 
Donnell 
DworEhak 
Ecton 

YEA8-28 
Kilgore 
Langer 
Lucas 
McClellan 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
May bank 
Murray 
Myers 
O'Conor 

NAY8-58 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
G~orge 
Gurney 
Hatch 
Hawkes 
Hickenlooper 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnson, Colo. 
Kern 
Know land 
Lodge 
McCarran 
McCarthy 
McFarland 
Malone 
Martin 
Millikin 

O'Daniel 
Pepper 
RUS!;ell 
Sparkman 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Umstead 

Moore 
Reed 
Revercomb 
R::>bertson, Va. 
Robertson, Wyo. 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
Taft 
Thye 
Tydings 
Vandenberg 
Watkins 
Wherry 
White 
Wiley 
W111iams 
Wilson 
Young 

NOT- VOTING-9 
Butler Morse Stewart 
McGrath O'Ma.honey Tobey 
McKellar Overton Wagner 

So Mr. LucAs' amendment in the na
ture of a substitute was rejected. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
have certain technical observations on 
the pending tax bill, and also on the 
Lucas amendment, just voted upon. The 
subject matter is much longer than I 
thought it would be at the time I made 
the research. I know how anxious the 
Senate is to dispose of the bill tonight; 
thJrefore, I shall not burden the Senate 
with these long observations, because so 
much has already been said, much of it 
being repetitious, but expressing my 
views on the pending legislation. I 
therefore ask unanimous consent that I 
may place this matter in the RECORD at 
this point following the vote on the Lucas 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no obj~ction, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

The question of tax reduction, debt retire
ment, and reduction of Federal expenditures 
was discussed in a preliminary way in the 
early days of the present session, when we 
were considering the legislative budget for 
the fiscal year 1948. ' Since that time H. R. 
1 has been reported out of the House Ways 
and Means Committee, passed by the House, 
sent to the Senate, and after lengthy hear
ings before the Senate Finance Committee 
has now come to the floor for discussion. 

Last Wednesday the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. GEORGE 1 congratulated the chairman of 
the Senate Finance Committee, the distin
guished gentleman from Colorado !Mr. MIL
LIKIN), on the way he handled the hearings 
before that committee. I want to join the 
Senator from Georgia in extending my com
pliments to the distinguished chairman. I 
did not have an opportunity to attend all of 
the hearings, but I know that the public, the 
witnesses, and those Senators who did have 
the opportunity to sit in on some of the 

testimony were most favorably 1mpTessed 
with the committee's attitude and·came away 
from the hearings convinced that open hear
ings on this vital part of the Nation's busi
ness are far preferable to the old procedure 
of executive sessions. 

H. R. 1, as amended by the Senate com
m ittee, has the practical effect of making 
tax reductions effective July 1, 1947, and 
follows a modified version of across-the
board percentage cut in taxes. In my mind 
the bill now before us raises two major ques
tions, first, "Does the economy demand tax 
reduction effective July 1 or is it reasonably 
safe to begin such reduction on January 
1, 1948, inst ead?" and second, "Is the modified 
across-the-board principlP of percentage re
duction the equitable way of achieving the 
objectives claimed by its proponents to be 
inherent in H. R. 1 ?" 

!!'he majority argues that tax reductions 
are needed for two major reasons; first, to 
increase, or bolster mass purchasing power; 
and second. to restore incentive for venture 
capital and to promote additional mangerial 
initiative. The major question I stated a 
few minutes ago, namely, "Does the ecortomy 
demand tax reduction on July 1, rather than 
January 1, 1948?" relate:s directly to these 
two objectives which the majority party 
allegedly is seeking to accomplish by H. R. 1 
as amended. 

There are two collateral considerations 
which of necessity permeate our entire dis
cussion of tax reduction. These are Fed
ern.! expenditures and the tremendous na
tional debt. As I proceed with this discus
sion I will mention the problems involved 
in these two considerations at the appro
priate intervals. 

I am firmly convinced that tax reductions 
must be made. The taxpayers of this Nation 
cannot go on indefinitely carrying the heavy 
burden imposed upon them by wartime rates. 
I am equally convinced that Federal expendi
tures can and must be reduced below their 
present postwar level. I am further con
vinced that the national debt of $258,000,-
000,000, which is approximately one and a 
half times our total national income, must 
be retired on a long-term, planned basis. 

Insofar as I have been able to ascertain 
!rom p rusal of disscussions in the House 
Ways and Means Committee, by reports of 
what transpired in hearings before the Sen
ate Finance Committee, and from discu~sion 
of tax, debt, and legislative budget ques
tions on the floor of the Senate, those re
sponsible in the Congress have not yet de
vised a. comprehensive plan for revising our 
total tax structure, nor have they worked 
out a long-range policy for management and 
retirement of the public debt. Until the re
spective committees of House and Senate 
have addressed themselves to these major 
problems, and are ready to report a studied, 
factual, and comprehensive program to the 
Congress, I am opposed to tax reduction, 
because without the kind of basic planning 
I visualize reductions such as those repre
sented in H. R. 1 are piecemeal nibblings 
at the problem and may well have the effect 
of destroying our present golden opportunity 
of achieving a complete overhauling of the 
tax structure. The same argument applies 
to the problem of debt retirement. Th!'l Sen
ate passed a resolution providing for the 
application of $2,600,000,000 on the national 
debt out of any surplus revenues which may 
accrue during the fiscal year 1948. This is · 
a laudable declaration of intent, but it does 
not in any way represent a considered judg
ment on the part of the Senate as to what 
our long-range debt-retirement policy and 
program should be. 

I don't pose as an expert in t.ax matters or 
fiscal policy. To me. however, the prop~ sal 
made by the Senator from Maryland 1 Mr. 
O'CoNoR] in Senate Join' Resolution 90, 
which has been before the Senate since M:u~h 
18, calling for a study ot the relationships 
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between municipal, State, and· Federal fiscal 
programs: ip.akes sense~ Action· on that reso_
lution has not yet been taken by the Com_
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive 
Departments, although there has certainly 
been ample time for it to do so. ~he House 
Ways and Means Committee is currently un
dertaking a . study oi this over-all problem. 
For my own part, it is folly to attack such 
complicated and important problems on a 
p iecemeal basis as represented by H. R. 1. 

What I have just said in regard to the 
necessity." for planned action is germane to 
the first question I mentioned at the open
ing of my remarks, "Is July 1 the imperative 
time to institute a subst antial reduction in 
individual income t axes?" I wish now to 
pursue that question, a bit further as ft 
relates to the objectives which the majority 
leadership alleges to be 'inherent in this tax 
bill. You will recall that these objectives 
are first, to increase ·mass purchasing power, · 
and second, to provide- additional incentive 
for venture capital and managerial initiative. 
In this regard these two questions come to 
my mind, "Is it necessary by July 1 to inject 
additional purchasing power into the arteries 
of commerce?" and '' Are venture capital and 
managerial initiative so stifled by present tax 
rates that unless relief is granted by July 1 
the entire economy will suffer from financial 
anemia?'' 

The need or lack of need for additional 
purchasing power in the economy can best 
be judged by what is happening to. sales ln 
various commodity fields of consumer goods. 
Recent reports in Business Week and other 
publications designed especially for' business
men state that trouble spots are beginning 
to appear ·at certain points in ' sales of cpn
sumer soft goods. The movement of textiles 
across the retail counters of the Nation has 
slowed down, the pipe lines are pretty wen 
filled, and some textile· mills have already 
felt the impact. A similar situation prevails 
in the shoe industry. A very substantial 
part of the 1946 pack of canned goods is still 
in the hands of brokers and wholesalers, and 
these distributors are experiencing resistance 
from retailers against . the high prices at 
which these 1946 lines must sell if their pres
ent owners are to avoid serious inventory 
losses. I will not attempt to give an en
cyclopedic account of each item in the soft 
goods field where retail and consumer resist
ance is being felt. There are, however, nu-

_merous other specific items of soft goods 
which are presently experiencing sales ditli
culties. 

It is readily understandable to me, and I 
am sure to all Senators on the floor, that 
consumer resistance to prices in the soft 
goods field is inevitable ' in view of the fact 
th~t. as Mr. J_,ionel Edie pointed out to the 
committee in his testimony on April 30, the 
index of agricultural prices reached a peak 
of 183 in April as· compared to the 1926 level. 
WherP.as it is true that agricultural prices 
are no~ -a complete reflection of all items in 
the soft goods category; they are indicative 
of what has happened to prices in this field. 

I leave this point with the statement that 
there are indications in soft goods lines of 
definite consumer resistance and inventories 
are beginning to accumulate. There is a 
very serious question, however, as to whether 
additional purchasing power, left in the 

• hands . of consumers through tax reduction, 
will have any material effect upon this situa
tion. It is more probable that price read
Justments will have to take place before the 
volume of sales will again turn upward. By 
giving the proponents of H. R. 1 the benefit 
of the doubt, let us assume that additional 
purchasing power in the hands of the mass.es 
of our people would serve to stimulate sales 
of soft goods. 

I would like to direct your. attention now 
for a moment to the situation in durable 
goods lines. Here prices are stlll firm, and 
some economists, including the Mr. Edie to 

whom I have already referred, anticipate 
that prices w111 go st111 higher in some lines. 
There are two major reasons for this: First, 
industrial prices did not go up as high dur:.. 
ing the war and reconversion period as did 
agricultural prices. The index as compared 
to· 1926 stands at 133. In 1920, 2 years after 
the close of World War I, the index of -indus
trial prices as compared to 1926 was 150, 17 
pqints higher than the present level. Indus
trial prices, due largely to the effectiveness 
of OPA.controls, did not rise as precipitously 
during World War II as they did during 
World War I, and hence the possibility of a 
sharp downward tend is not as imminent. 
Further, the informed -estimates are that they 
will rise somewhat, in the orderly adjust
ment which must take place between these 
and agricultural prices. 

The second major influence on these prices 
is to be found in the relationship between 
production and demand~ Many durable 
goods were either entirely out of production 
during the war or were produced on a limited 
basis. .There is_ stUl a tremendou;.accumu.:
lated demand for durable goo~n all lines. 
A very few, such as table-model radios, are 
experiencing so!_le sales difficulty. Producers 
have a 'long way to go, however, before they 
satisfy the pent-up demand for durable 
goods. There are some basie shortages which 
further bear on this question. Pro<;tuction 
of st eel is proceeding vitally at full-plant 
capacity and avaliability of steel is a con
trolling factor in the production of most dur
able goods. Copper is extremely short and 
supplies of aluminum and other light 
metals, according to the most recent report 
of the Civilian Production Administration, 
are still inadequate. 

Just a few words now about he~vy capital 
goods and construction materials. All of us 
from the West are aware of ihe critical short
age of boxcars. The Junior Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. REED] is more fully informed 
on this question' than perhaps any other 
single Member of the Senate. The basic 
difficulty in the boxcar shortage is lack of 
steel. In recent testimony before the Ap
propriations Subcommittee on the Depart
ment of the Interior the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. WHERRY] will recall statements 
made by virtually every expert in the field to 
the effect that delivery dates on heavy equip
ment like generators, transformers, and con
ductors are presently being quoted by manu
facturers as from 18 months to 2% years fol
lowing placement of the · order. These. facts 
are germane to our present discussion, be
cause th_e proponents of H. R. 1 are basing 
their contention that tax reductions are 
essential on July 1, partly, on the alleged 
necessity for bolstering purchasing power. 

Opponents of the July 1 date, on the other 
hand, have asserted as one point in . their 
argument that this reduction will have an 
inflationary effect. My own belief is that 
the additional purchasing power will not have 
a material effect in the direction of bolster
ing· soft goods prices, but that it will have 
a definite tendency to force consumer dura
ble and capital goods prices to higher levels. 
Or, to put it another way, there is no need 
on July 1 to inject into commercial arteries 

-the additional $3,200,000,000 represented by 
the tax reductions in H. R. 1. 

Referring back to the first part of my re
marks, I stated that the proponents of H. R. 1 
argue that tax reduction on July 1 is neces
sary to provide additional incentive !or ven
ture capital and managerial initiative. Let's 
examine that argument for a . moment. I 
think we can best judge the validity of this 
assertion by reference to what is happening 
in the economy by way of capital invest
ment and payment for managerial initiative 
as represented by corporate profits. 

In the hearings before the Senate. Finance 
Committee the distinguish.ed chairman pf 
that. committee [Mr. MILLIKIN] quoted a 
very interesting set of figures, which are at 
least a partial reflection of what is happeh-
1ng in the economy by way of capital invest-

ments. He pointed out that .in 1938 busi
nes!)~en ·plowed back' into their enterprises . 
approximately $11,ooo;ooo,ooo;. 1n 1941, $19,
ooo,ooo,ooo; in 1943, at the peak of the war, 
$1,800,000,000; in 1945, $9,100,000,000; but in 
1946, under present tax rates, $32,100,000,000. 
As measured by this plowback businessmen 
last year, under the rates of taxation which 
H. R. 1 seeks to cut on a straight percentage 
basis, certainly were not deterred in ventur
ing their capital. 

What I have just recited concerning· plow
back investment · by businessmen demon
strates willingness of these men to invest in 
existing enterprises. Now how about in
vestment in new enterprises? Are business
men unwilling to risk capital in new ventures 
under present tax rates, _ as asserted by the 
proponents of this bill? Or put it another 
way-Must we reduce taxes on July 1 to in
duce businessmen to launch new enter
prises-would it be disastrous to walt until 
January 1, 1948? Well, let's look at the rec
ord' to see whether new ventures are being 
launched and if so, at what rate. 

The latest data I have been able to obtain 
bearing on this question came from the De
partment of Commerce. The figures snow, 
and ·! ' use round numbers, that from a low 
of approximately 2,830,000 firms in 1943, the 
number increased to 2,923,000 in 1944, to 
3,224,000 in 1945, and to 3,550,000 in 1946; a 
net increase of about 700,000 firms between 
1943 and December 31, 1946, and over 100,000 
more than the · prewar peak of September 
1941. The number of new -enterprises 
launched by the businessmen of this country 
certainly tends to contradict the contention 
that managerial initiative is being sti.tled by 
current tax rates. ., 

I regret that I do. not have _current figures 
on the number of new firms being launched, 
but I do have some related data which fur
ther bear out my contention that the Na
tion will not suffer. economic collapse if tax 
reductions are initiated on January 1, 1948, 
rather than on July 1. I quote now from the 
United States · Department of Coinmerce 
April issue of Survey of C_urr'?nt Business. 

"Based on reported actual outlays by a 
representative sample of business firms, ex
pimditures for new plant and equipment in 
1946 amounted to $12,100,000,000 (exclusive 
of agriculture) . This total was almost 
double the $6,600,000,000 investment in 1945. 
E1rpenditures for new plant and equipment 
increased in each quarter· of 1946. In the 
first half of the year they were at an annual 
rate of $10,000,000,000, this rate increasing to 
$14,000,000,000 in the second half of the year. 

"Present indications from reports of busi
ness firms on their anticipated expenditures 
are that the annual rate of $14,000,000,000 
of outlays for new plant and equipment will 
be maintained in the first half of 1947." 

I recognize that there are othet: indices 
which are needed to round out the picture 
on this point, but certainly the funds busi
nessmen plow back into their own enterpris~s 
and the number of new enterprises launched 
are a measure of the confidence they -have 
in their ability to earn a satisfactory return 
on tha,t investment. May I emphasize· again 
that the total plow-back investment in 1946 
was almost twice as great as that in 1941 and 
almost three times as great as that in 1938, 
that the number of new enterprises launched 
in 1946 was at the highest rate in our histor.y, 
that the outlay for new plant and equip
ment in the first half of 1947 will be ov-er two 
times the 1945 rate, and that this tremen
dous investment was achieved under tax 
rat.es which the proponents of the pending 
b111 assert are so high as to stifle the incentive · 
to invest. 

In 1946 corporate profits after taxes were 
running at the rate of approximately 
$12,000,000,000, over three times the $3,500,-
000,000 rate obtaining in 1939. ·one ·might 
well ask the question, "How much incentive 
do businessmen have to ' have to induce them 
to put forth their best efforts in managerial 
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initiative?" If three times the 1939 rate is 
not sufficient, what should it be? Pour, five, 
six times? And if that is the amount of in
centive that is required, what must they 
charge for their products and how much addi
tional purchasing power would the majority 
party have to inject into the commercial 
stream to satisfy this insatiable appetite? 

From time to time in the committee hear
ings O.n H. R. 1 it was asserted that prices 
are high because business and industry are 
being t axed so heavily by the Federal Govern
ment. It is true that taxes must be consid
ered as a cost of doing business and that the 
finished article must bear its proporti<.mate 
part of those taxes. It seems to me that it 
would be helpful in weighing the validity of 
this argument to attempt a rough calcula
tion as to what part of the price for goods and 
services generally is represented by taxes. 

In 1946 corporate earnings before taxes 
amounted to between twenty and twenty-two 
billion dollu.rs. Let's assume for purposes of 
illustration that profits before taxes repre
sent about 10 percent on gross sales. Sin~e 
gross corporate earnings in 1946 were $22,-
000,000,000, that would mean that gross sales 
aggregated·roughly $220,000,000,000. Corpora
tions paid roughly $11,000,000,000 in taxes 
out of earnings. This is about 5 percent of 
gross sales. If we were to eliminate corpora
tion taxes entirely, therefore, the eifect upon 
aggregate sales prices would be about 5 per
cent. Again I recognize that these are very 
rough calculations, but I do want to point 
out that the argument that the present high 
level of prices is due to taxation certainly 
needs some careful analysis before we ac
cept it as gospel. 

I already have dwelt to some extent on 
the contentions, pro and con, that· tax re
duction on July 1 will or will not be infia
tionary. In his speech on Wednesday, May 
21, the distinguished chairman of the Finance 
Committee [Mr. MILLIKIN] addressed him
self to a point made by the Secretary of the 
Treasury in committee hearings. The Secre
tary maintained that July 1 is not an ap
propriate time to institute tax reductions. 
The Secretary either stated or implied that 
this reduction would tend to put pressure 
~nder prices and would not materially ex
pand the output of goods and services. The 
chairman disagreed with this point of view, 
stating that we now have 2,400,000 people 
unemployed, whereas during 1943 we had less 
than 700,000 unemployed. He cites present 
unemployment as evidence ~hat we are not 
using our manpower and plant facilities to 
capacity. I agree that this bit of evidence 
taken by itself might lead one to agree with 
his conclusion. There are a number of ad
ditional factors , however, equally germane· 
to the point, which must be considered in 
concert with this statement. 

Before I mention some of these additional 
factors, however, I would like to point out 
that students of the subject maintain that 
in a peacetime economy of full production, 
it is inevitable that from two to two and 
a half mlllion people will be unemployed. 
Economists maintain that this is frictional 
unemployment--people shifting frol}l one 
job to another, people temporarily out of 
work because of plant overhauling, and peo
ple who for a temporary period are simply 
not interested in finding or holding a job. 
I am not prepared to argue this point ve
hement ly, but am inclined to the view that 
the experts in the field know whereof they 
speak. 

I mentioned that there are factors other 
than this frictional unemployment which 
have a direct bearing on the issue. I won't 
attempt to enumerate all of them, but do 
wish to cite at least two indexes which tend 
to indicate that our industrial machine is 
rolling at substantially full capacity. Pro
duction of steel in past weeks has fiuctuated 
between IW and 95 percent of capacity as 

compared to an average of 97 ·percent in 19.41. · 
Production of automobiles, production of 
railway cars, which I have already mentioned, 
and a host of durable consumer and capital 
goods are directly dependent upon the avail
ability of steel. Electrical energy is currently 
being consumed at approximately 150 percent 
of the average 1941 rate. Other sources of 
industrial energy, coQl and oil, are being pro
duced and consumed at approximately 130 
percent of the 1941 rate, and the Federal 
Reserve index of physical volume of produc
tion, using the 1935-39 average as 100, in the 
month of April was 185. None of these fac
tors alone, nor even all of them together, 
prove conclusively that we are utilizing our 
industrial machine to capacity, but they cer
tainly provide significant evidence pointing 
in that direction. 

The study I have made of the problem, 
although I admit that that study is not ex
haustive, certainly warrants these conclu
sions; The infusion of $3,200,000,000 pro
vided by H. R. 1 wlll not have a material 
eifect in the direction of bolstering prices in 
consumer soft-goods lines. It will place ad
ditional pressure under the prices "f con
sumer durable goods, an!i it is not needed as 
a hypo to venture capital and managerial 
initiative. In addition, there is evidence that 
the baste limitation on expanded production 
is not lack of capital and initiative, but 
rather is shortage of manpower, materials, 
and industrial energy. 

I now wish to discuss as briefly as I can 
the second question I raised a~ the opening 
of my remarks: If July 1 were the time to 
institute tax reductions, is H. R. 1 the 
equitable way to doing it? 

H. R. 1 partially destroys the progressivity 
of the graduated income-tax scale. The rate 
schedule has grown up over the years as a 
reflection of a basic concept in Federal tax 
policy, namely, the ability to pay. At the 
outset I wish to have it understood, that I 
realize that ability to pay in and of itself, 
is not the sole criterion in a sound tax 
policy. There are other factors such as 
this: The tax paid by the individual should 
be in proportion to the benefit he receives 
from services performed for him by the Gov
ernment. Tax experts in the Senate such as 
the distinguished Senators from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGEl and Colorado [Mr. MILLIKINl Will 
think of others. Certainly the ability to 
pay, coupled with these other factors, is an 
important principle in a ·sound Federal tax 
policy. 

A moment ago I stated that H. R. 1 par
tially destroys the progressivity of the 1939 
rates, in that it narrows the gap between 
the 1939 rates and rates it proposes, far more 
for taxpayers with incomes over $5,000 than 
it does for those with incomes under $5,000. 
For example, the bill narrows the gap be
tween present and 1939 rates for the indi
vidual with $5,000 by 3.2 percent, for the 
individual with $50,000 income by 9.9 per
cent, and for the individual with $100,0"00 
by 12.6 percent. 

To demonstrate the effect of this change 
upon rates of t..1.ke-home pay, I have had 
prepared a short table which sets forth for 
specified amounts of income the dollar in
crease and the percentage increase for vari
ous income brackets. 

The committee blll increases the take
home pay of a married couple with no de
pendents in the following amounts: 

$1,200 yearly income-take-home pay is 
increased 1 percent. 

$1,500 yearly income-take-home pay is 
increased 2 percent. 

$5,000 yearly income-take-home pay is 
increased 4.2 percent. 

$25,000 yearly income-take-home pay 1s 
increased 11.4 percent. 

The take-home pay of a man earning 
$50,000 Is increased 19.7 percent, the man 
with $100,000 income, 34.2 percent, the man 
with $300,000 incOl;lle, 57.4 percent. 

· Families with incomes of less than $5,000 
receive under the committee bill an increase 
in take-home pay of 4 percent or less. Fam
ilies with $300,000 of income, over 57 percent. 

I thought it would 'be interesting to apply 
these increases in take-home pay to the 
situation in my own State, the State of 
Washington. The latest figures I have been 
able to obtain show that in 1943, 908,730 
taxpayers in the State of Washington earned 
under $5,000 a year. One hundred taxpayers 
earned over e100,000 a y~ar, and six taxpayers 
earned over $300,000 a year. In my State, 
therefore, the committee bill increases t he 
take-home pay for almost one million people 
by less than 5 percent. It increases the 
take-home pay for one hundred people by 
over 34 percent, and for six people increases 
the take-home pay by over 57 percent. 

To me these figures demonstrate rather 
dramatically who benefits in my State by 
the committee bill. 

I would like to insert the complete table 
in the RECORD: 

Increase in take-home pay under Senate 
Finance Committee bill at specified rates 
of net income before personal exemption 

!Adapted rrom table XI-B, comparison or spendable 
income under present law, House bill , and Finance 
Committee bill , p . 5584, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, 
May 21, 1947) 

Spendable income 
Net income after tax under- Perrent· before per- Increa~e 

sonal ex· -------- in dollars age in· 
emption Present l'l. R.1 as crease 

law amendtld 

------
$1,20() ________ 1,162 1,173 11 1 $I,c<XL ______ 1,405 1,433 28 2 $2,000 ________ 1, 810 1, 867 57 3.1 $.'\,000. _______ 4,202 4, 361 159 4. 2 $25,000 ______ _ 15,918 17, i34 1, 816 11.4 
$50,000_ ------ 25,205 30,164 4, 959 19. 7 $100,0()() ______ 36,872 48, 716 11,844 34.2 
$300,000_. ____ 65,435 102,9115 37,559 57.4 

At this point I quote from the remarks 
of the distinguished chairman of the Sen
ate Finance Committee, as shown on page 
5590 Of the RECORD: 

"Some critics of the bill allege that the 
percentage of the relief given to those in the 
lower brackets should be even gre&ter. Usu
ally this conclusion is reached by pointing 
out that the percentage reductions provided 
1n H. R. 1, as amended, are not the same as 
the percentage increases which took place 
in the individual income-tax burdens be
tween 1939 and 1945. It is alleged that tax 
rates should go down in the same manner as 
they went up during the war. 

"Behind this argument lurks the assump
tion that the rate structure of 1939 was an 
ideal one. This is highly questionable. The 
ra~es applied to upper-bracket incomes in 
1939 were extremely high. They represented 
the end product of a determined effort to 
convert the individual income tax into a 
device for the redistribution of wealth. In 
their desire to attain this objective, the 
proponents of the rate structure developed 
during the 1930's tended to pay far too little 
attention to the problem of maintaining 
managerial initiative and an adequate fiow 
of venture capital. For this reason it is not 
supportable to use the 1939 rate structure as 
a basis for comparison." 

On this at.sertion by . the distinguished 
chairman of the committee I have two com· 
ments to make. First, if the real purpose of 
H. R. 1 is to revise the entire individual in
come-tax structure, then I think in all fair
ness this should be clearly stated, and addi
tionally, I think that the hearings should 
have been held in the light of this objective. 
The House concluded its hearings on H. R. 1 
ln 2 days. I sincerely doubt that so compli
cated a problem as the progressivity of the 
income-tax schedule can equitably be dis
posed of in such summary fashion. 
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My second comment has to do with the 

effect of the 1939 rates upon our economy, 
which the distinguished chairman has 
branded as, and I quote, "A determined ef
fort to convert the individual income tax 
into a device for the redistribution of 
wealth. • • • The proponents of the 
rate structure • • • tended to~ pay too 
little attention to the problem of maintain
ing managerial initiative and an adequate 
tlow of venture capital." 

The years 1939 to 1947 are years in which 
this Nation has achieved the greatest level 
of prosperity in its history. I am not ir
responsible enough to assert that we owe 
that high level of prosperity to the pro
gressivity of the 1939 and subsequent tax 
schedules. I submit, however, that it would 
be just as logical and defensible for me 
to make this claim as it is for the proponents 
of H. R. 1 to assert, as have committee mem
bers and business representatives who . ap
peared to offer testimony, that the lowering 
of individual income-tax rates in the twen
ties was responsible for the high level of 
prosperity achieved by the Nation in 1927, 
1928, and 1929. 

An outstanding commentator on a recent 
broadcast commented on the eclipse of the 
sun, which a number of eminent scientists 
traveled to South America to observe. . He 
stated that there is a pri~itive Indian tripe 
in the jungle of South America who, in 
keeping with ancient tribal tradition and 
superstition, donned their war paint and 
shot arrows at the sun to kill the monster 
which was .slowly obliterating the sun's rays. 
They were extremely gratified at the result of 
their efforts when the monster disappeared 
and the sun's rays once more beat down on 
the jungle. 

To attribute the passing of the eclipse to 
the shooting of arrows by the Indian tribe 
in South America is just as logical as to 
attribute the prosperity of the late twenties 
to income..:tax reduction. The events oc
curred in concert but the forces which pro
duced the end result were '"far different. 

So far I have discussed some--certainly 
not all-of the factors bearing on the ques
tion, "Is it imperative that July 1, 1947, 
rather than January 1, 1948, be chosen as 
the date on which to institute tax reduc
tions?" In addition, I have commented on 
the effect of H. R. 1, as amended, upon the 
basic progression of present and prewar in
dividual income-tax rates. In this discus
sion I have tried to indicate the bases upon 
which r reach two conclusions. . First, the 
economy is not so anemic as to require . a 
transfusion of $3,200,000,000 on July 1. The 
risk involved in making our tax reductions 
effective January· 1, 1948, ts more than 
counterbalanced by the risk of placing addi
tional pressures under durable and capital 
goods prices-already dangerously high. 
The second conclusion is that H. R. 1. as 
amended, is objectionable because it is aimed 
at reducing the progressivity of basic indi
vidual income tax rates. 

I have just voted for the Lucas amend
ment. The Lucas amendment gives the tax
payers of the Nation the assurance of tax 
reductions beginning January 1, 1948. By 
raising personal exemptions $100, it takes 
4,700,000 small taxpayers off the Federal tax 
rolls, thereby giving those who need relief 
most the maximum relief possible in a tax 
reduction program. In addition, it gives 
some relief-admittedly small in the upper 
brackets-to each of the approximately 43,-
000,000 who will remain on the rolls. This 
provision will cost abOut $1,700,000,000 in 
revenue computed on a yearly basis. Over 
•1,500,000,000 of this, or about 92 percent, 
will go to individuals with incomes of less 
than $5,000 per year-about $140,000,000, or 

8 percent, to individuals with incomes over 
$5,000 per year. 

In addition, the Lucas amendment reduces 
surtax: rates by two percentage points 
throughout the tax schedule. This provision 
will reduce Federal revenues by $1,156,000,000 
per year. Of this, $788,000,000, or 68 percent, 
goes to taxpayers under $5,000---$368,000,000, 
or 32 percent, to taxpayers over $5,000. These 
two proposals will leave approximately $2,-
800,000,000 of additional purchasing power 
in the hands of the Nation's taxpayers-re
ducing ·Federal revenues by that amount. 
To me, it is highly significant that these two 
provisions, although they would cost in 
yearly revenues almost $1,000,000,000 · less 
than the committee bill, give substantially 
the same amount of relief to taxpayers under 
$5,000. 

If a major objectiv~ of tax reduction is to 
bolster purchasing power, here, then, is the 
way to do it at far less loss in revenues than 
under the committee bill. It was admitted 
in committee hearings and here or, the tloor 
of the Senate that taxpayers with incomes 
under $5,000 require greater relief, that they 
as a group have less of ·a backiog in savings, 
and hence will utilize most quickly for nec
essary purchases any funds left in their 
hands as a result of tax ductions. 

The Lucas amendment achieves tax re
duction .by raising personal exemptions and 
reducing surtax rates uniformly. It, there
fore, follows in reverse the general pattern 
utilized by the Con~r~ in raising tax rates 
to their present level. It retains the basic 
progressivity of our tax schedule; which was 
con$ructed originally in conformity with 
the principle of ability to pay. 

It may well be, as proponents of H. R. 1 
assert, that progression in present surtax 
rates is too precipitous. · This is a question 
which requires extensive study and consid
eration. Personally I believe that during· 
the summer recess the Congress and the 
Treasury should unriertake a careful and 
comprehensive study of this and related 
questions, includ.ing a long-term debt-re
tirement policy. At the proper time I will 
introduce a resolution incorporating my 
convictions on this subject. 

The Lucas amendment contains an addi
tim:ial provision which I now allude to-the 
so-called Surrey plan dealing with splitting· 
the family income. There exists a geograph
ical inequality as a result of the fact that 
the community-property system existing in 
certain States, including the State of -wash
ington, is recogniZed for tax purposes un,der 
Supreme Court decisions, so that division ol: 
community income between husband and 
wife in these States 1s recognized for tax: 
purposes. As a result of this, at· $5,000 net 
Income, the ta.lt in the community-property 
State is about 5 percent less; at $10,000 it is 
15.7 percent less; at $15,000 it is 22 p_ercent 
less; at $25,000, 28.9 percent less, and at 
$50,000 it is 25 percent less. Certainly a 
cardinal principle· in Federal taxation 
should be equality, as between the tax bur
den imposed upon a citizen in one section 
of the country as compared with another. 

Unless the inequities created by the com
munity-property issue are resolved through 
some such proposal as that contained in the 
Lucas amendment, one of two things will 
occur-either the other 38 States will take 
action individually to remove this tax ad
vantage, or these same States will take such 
action through their congressional repre
sentatives. Whether that action comes this 
year or next year or in the Eightieth Con
gress or in the Eighty-first Congress, I'm con
vinced that it will come. It seems to me, 
therefore, that the · community-property 
States must realize that their congressional 
representatives are· faced with a realistic 

problem-one on which the · representatives 
from the 38 common-law States . have the 
voting strength to decide the _issue in their 
favor. 

I wish to reserve further comment on this 
portion of the Lucas amendment for a future 
time. There are collateral issues which must 
oe resolved before I can conscientiously sup
port this provision. 

In summary: Tax reductions as contained 
in H. R. 1 will put additional pressures under 
consumer durable and capital goods prices. 
Our industrial plant is being operated at 
what is, for all practical purposes, peak 
capacity. Under present rates of taxation 
businessmen in 1946 did plow back into their 
enterprises $32,000,000,000 of corporate earn
ings, thereby demonstrating their faith in 
their ability to obtain adequate returns on 
that investment. and new enterprises were 
launched at the highest rate in our history. 

I believe tax: reduction on a planned basis 
is essential. Individual tax reductions, 
however, are but a single part ·of the entire 
tax: structure. No action in this area should 
be taken now which will jeopardize the com:. 
prehensive tax revision which should ema
nate from a thorough study of the fiscal rela~" 
tionships between local, State, and Federal 
tax policies, the elimination of duplicate tax
ation, the problem of orderly debt retiremen~, 
and related issues. 

Institution of individual income-tax re
duction on January 1, 191:8, is preferable to 
July 1, 1947. Any reduction in indi· Jdual 
income taxes, even on January 1, 1948, should 
conform to the basic_ pattern employed by 
the Federal Government in increasing these 
taxes. The Lucas amendment meets this 
criterion and leaves greater leeway than 
does H. R. 1 for debt retirement and the 
losses in revenue which will inevitably follow 
any general overhauling of the tax structure. 

Mr .. FULBRIGHT. Mr. ' President? I 
send to the desk an amendment and ask 
to have it stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 11, after 
line 20, it is proposed to add the fol
lowing: 

That in the adintnistration of the Federal 
income-tax laws with respect to the income 
of married persons who are residents of the 
State of Arkansas, the Commissioner of In
ternal Revenue is authorized and directed 
to apply such laws in the same manner as 
in the case of married persons who are resi
dents of Oklahoma, Texas, and other States 
in which the law of community property 
exists. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, a 
point of order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I suggest that the 
amendment is out of order. that it would 
a1fect a part of the bill which has been 
passed upon and accepted as a commit
tee amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment as read applies only to the 
State of Arkansas. 

Mr. BARKLEY. A parliamentary in
quiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Does not the Con
stitution provide that taxes shall be uni
·form throughout the United States? 

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The 
Chair does not pass upon the constitu
tionanty of the amendment. 
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Mr.· MILLIKIN. It is· an amendment The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- · 

to a committee amendment, and I sug- ator from Kentucky. 
gest it is out of order. . Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I wish 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The to make a very brief statement with 
amendment is to the text of the bill, on reference ta the proposed legislation. 
page 11, after line 20, an addition to the Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I have 
bill itself. The pQint of order is not well an amendment to offer, if the Senator 
taken. wants to speak just before the bill is 

Mr. FULBRIGHT obtained the floor. finally voted upon. 
Mr. REVERCOMB. Mr. President, Mr. BARKLEY. I do not care to delay 

will the senator yield? the offering of the amendment. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield for a ques- Mr. PEPPER. I thought the Senator 

tion. was under the impression that there 
Mr. REVERCOMB . . I suggest to the would be no other amendment offered. 

Senator if he will include the State of Mr. BARKLEY. No; I -was not under 
West Virginia he might get some support. that impression, because I saw the Sen-
. Mr. FULBRIGHT. · I accept that . ator from Florida rise. . 

amendment to the proposal. Mr. President, I have voted against · 
Mr. TYDINGS. Will the Senator _ all the amendments proposed to the bill, 

Y
'ield? including those offered by the Senators 

from Arkansas and by the Senator from 
· Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield to the Sen- Illinois, because I have reached the con-

ator from Maryland. elusion that it is my duty, in my indi-
Mr. TYDINGS. I hope the Senator's vidual capacity as a Senator, in the light 

generosity will not be fully exhausted by of all the· conditions· existing in our coun
including the State of West Virginia. try, to vote against the bill now under 
1 should like to impose upon the good · consideration. '?herefore, I shall cast my 
nature of the Senator by asking him to . vote against the final passage of the bill. 
include· the State of Maryland. . I realize that every man and · every_ 
. Mr. FULBRIGHT. · I · shall take · that - ·woman would like to have tax reduction. 

under consideration. · I · myself should ·like to have tax reduc-
: Mr. President, the Senator from-Colo- tion: I should enjoy the exhilaration · 

rado [Mr. MILLIKIN], the distinguished · that WOUld ·come ·to me from having to · 
chairman of the Committee on Finance, pay less taxes than I. am now paying. 
made two points. He objected to the . But in my judgment the country ·as a 
amendment offered by the senior Senator . whole is not suffering from taxation, so 
from Atkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] primar- , far as the Federal Government is con
ily becau~e it would cost so much . He . cerned. We are enjoying ·the greatest 
said it · would cost- anywhere from $800,- peacetime prosperity. in the history of the 
000,000 to $1,000,000,000. My amend- . United States. Our production is at an 
ment meets that objection very well. It all-time peak, even greater than during 
will cost between four and five million the war, at a time when there was a 
dollars. That is an amount which could- concentration of all our resources to pro
be easily absorbed in the bill without any . duee for war purposes. Our national in
difficulty whatever. come is twice as great as it has ever been 

r The second point which the Senator in times of peace, and greater than it was 
fTom Colorado made a few moments ago during the peak year of the war. 
was that the ·s tates which are adjacent My theory as an individual, as well as 
t{) the community-property States are a legislator, has always been that it is 
the ones which suffer the most from the . wise to reduce ohe's indebtedness while 
unjustified discrimination which exists . he is making large profits and has an 
in our t ax system. I think Arkansas. is enormous income. No sound business, no 
the only State which is adjacent to three well-organized corporation, ever reduces 
community-property States. I know of its· income at a time when it can wisely 
no other State which suffers from prox- pay off its indebtedness, if it has in
imity to three community-propel'tY debtedness. There is not a corporation 
States. We have Louisiana and Texas in the United States, in my judgment, 
on the south and west, and Oklahoma on which would reduce its income at the 
the west. So that it seems to me there time when its indebtedness was greater 
is a very special reason why the Senator. than it had ever been in the history of 
from Colorado would be willing to accept the corporation. 
the amendment, and incorporate it as a The United States Government is an 
committee amendment. I am sure his enormous corporation, the largest in the 
sense of justice is so offended by this dis- world, and I have a very profound con
crimination, and the peculiar conditions viction that sound financial policy de
surrounding Arkansas, that he does not mands that we pay off our debt as rap
wish to continue this grave injustice to idly as possible. If we were to pay it at 
the people of Arkansas. the rate of $5,000,000,000 a year it would 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I re- require 50 years to discharge our public 
gret that I cannot accept the amendment. debt. If we paid it off at th~ rate of 
I should like to keep Arkansas in the two and a half billion dollars a year tt 
Union. [Laughter.] would require a hundred years to dis-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The charge ou"' public debt. We cannot an
. question is on agreeing to the amend- ticipate nor imagine what emergency 
ment presented by the junior Senator may overtake us in the next 50 years or 
from Arkansas rMr. FuLBRIGHT]. in the next 100 years, that may interfere 

The amendment was rejected. with the discharge of our public debt for 
Mr. BARKLEY and Mr. PEPPER ad- a period of years. I do not believe that 

dressed the Chair. 

we can safely or wisely hand this debt ·. 
down to the generations that are yet un
born. So that, in the exercise of a sound 
business policy, of ordinary prudence, 
while our income is great, I feel that ::111 
we can save .out of a reduction in gov
ernmental .expenses ought to be devoted 

·to a reduction of the national debt. If 
this Congress should be able to save four 
and a half billion dollars, or even 
$6,000,000,000 below the estimate of the 
President's budget, in the expenses for 
the fiscal year, I believe ·that a reduction · 
of our public debt ·by an equivalent · 
amount would do more to stimulate busi
ness, to stimulate the confidence of the 
American people and the American com
munity in the honesty and integrity. · 
financial and otherwise, of our Govern- · 
ment, and in its good faith fn discharg
ing its obligations, than a mere paltry : 
individual reduction in the amount that 
prosperous men will be required to pay · 
during the ·next year or two by the bill 
which is now pending· before the Senate 
of the United States. 
· So, Mr. ·President, feeling that way · 

about our financia~ situation insofar as 
the .Government ·is concerned, l could · 
not consistently vote for any amend·
ment that enlarged the cut in national 
income; which is true of all the amend
ments we have ·thus far-voted upon. 

For the reasons which I have indicated,· 
much as I regret not to go along· in the 
program of ·tax reduction, I cannot vote 
for the pending bill. I am ·speaking only 
my own convictions. I do not represen·~ · 
anybody else here; except myself and· 
those who have honored me with meri':i- · 
bership in this body. I do not know that· 
my vote will meet with their approval. 
I have had no way to take a Gallup poll 
or any other form of census to ascertain· 
the .wishes of my people in the State of 
Kentucky upon this subject: I imagine 
they feel, as I do, that they would like to 
have a tax reduction; they would no 
doubt welcome it, and if I cannot defend 
my position in behalf of the financial in
tegrity of the Nation, in behalf of lifting 
the burden of debt from our backs and 
from the backs of our children and of 
our grandchildren, after I shall have 
cast this yote, I shall of course take the 
consequences of that inability. 

I feel very deeply upon the subject, and 
therefore I shall cast my vote against 
the pending bill when it co:rr..es to its 
final passage in the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to ·further amendment. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. 

The CHiEF CLERK. At the proper place 
in the bill it is proposed to insert the fol
lowing new section: 

SEc. -. (a) Section 23 of the Internal 
Revenue -Code is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new subsection: 

· "(bb) Tuition and incidental expenses of 
teachers: In the case of an individual em
ployed as a teacher in any public or private 
school, all expenses for tuition, books, lab· 
oratory fees and equipment, living, travel, 
ancl other incidental expenses, neces~arily 
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incurred while pursuing at .any institution 
of learning a course of instruction required 
for continuance of his employment or for 
advancement in grade or salary and approved 
by appropriate school authority for such 
purpose." 

(b) The amendment made by this section 
shall be applicable to taxable years begin
ning after December Sl, 1946. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I think 
Senators are aware . that the school 
teachers of the country are among the 
most underpaid segment of our profes
sional people. At the hearings on this 
amendment, which I presented to the 
Senate Finance Committee, the commit
tee did not reject the amendment; it 
simply did not act upon it. I presented 
figures showing that in 1946, public 
school teachers, in the United States 
received an average of about $2,000 a 
year, in comparison with $2,596 for Fed
eral Government employees, and $2,185 
for factory workers. Teachers' salaries 
failed to keep pace with the cost of living, 
which has risen about 55 percent since 
January 1941. In 1946-47, about 48 per
cent of all the teachers got under $2,000 
a year, and about 10 percent, under 
$1,200. 

We know th3.t the teachers of the 
country are required to take some kind 
of course in the summer, in order to 
keep themselves professionally up to 
date. This is a burdensome expense to 
the ordinary school teacher. The Na
tional Education Association made a 
study of the subject, and found that the 
average expense incurred by the teacher 
in taking the summer courses was $200 
a year. To require a group, 10 percent 
of whom make less than $100 a month.
they work only ·about nine months a 
year-and practically a majority of 
whom make only $2,000 a year, to expend 
$200 of their money in the summer, try
ing to keep themselves up to standard so 
they can better serve the children of 
America, imposes a burdensome expense 
upon them. 

There have been various bills intro
duced in the Congress-! hope the best 
of them will pass-to provide aid to the 
school system and to raise the salaries 
of the teachers; but that legislation has 
not yet been enacted. The amendment, 
if adopted, would afford a little relief to 
the burdened school teacher by making 
the expenditure incurred in the summer 
taking training required by the school 
system of which the teacher is a part 
a deductible item of expense. It would 
be on!y a few dollars; but a few dollars 
to a person in those income groups 

, means a great deal. 
Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 

· Mr. HILL. Let me ask the Senator ·a 
question. If a doctor attends a profes
sional meeting, the meeting of a medical 
association of some kind, his purpose in 
going is really to get a certain amount of 
information. It is to him educational. 
It helps him in his profession and in his 
business. Is he not allowed certain de
ductions? 
· Mr. PEPPER. The doctor . in such 
cases-and I have nere the ruling by the 

Internal Revenue Bureau-is entitled to 
a deduction for such expenses. 

Mr. HILL. Then as I understand, 
really in principle what the Senator is 
seeking to do is to have the same deduc
tions allowed to a school teacher as are 
allowed to doctors and other professional 
people. 

Mr. PEPPER. That is correct. 
Mr. ffiLL. Certainly Senators know 

that so far as our business friends are 
concerned, when they come to Washing
ton on business or when they go to New 
York on business or wherever they go 
on business, the expense of the trip is 
deductible, is it not? 

Mr. PEPPER. If they had to go to an 
institute, and spend a week or two, or a 
month, in order to further . the interest 
of their businesses that also would be 
a deductible expense. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. It is true, is it not, that 

in a great many States the attendance of 
teachers at the summer school is ab
solutely compulsory, under·pain of losing 
their teacher's certificate? 

Mr. PEPPER. If the Senator will al
low me, I should like to read the lan
guage of the amendment, because it ap
plies only in case they are required to 
take the training. The amendment 
reads as follows: 

Tuition and incidental expenses of teach
ers: In the case of an individual employed 
as a teacher in any public or private school, 
all expenses for tuition, books, laboratory fees 
and equipment, living, travel, and other in
cidental expenses, necessarily incurred while 
pursuing at any institution of learnlrig a 
course of instruction required !or continu
ance of his employment or for advancement 
in grade or salary and approved by appro
priate school authority !or such purpose. 

In other words, it does not give the 
teachers a privilege. The amendment 
deals only with those expenses incurred 
when they are taking the kind of edu
cational training they are required to 
take in order to hold their positions or 
to obtain an advance in grade or salary. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. I wish to compliment 

the Senator upon submitting his amend
ment, and I join with him wholeheart
edly. 

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator. 
I am glad to have his valuable support. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. I want clearly to 

understand the amendment. The 
amendment would not relieve school 
teachers from the payment of income 
taxes simply because of their profession, 
would it? 

Mr. PEPPER. No; it would not. 
Mr. McCLELLAN. As I understand 

the Senator's amendment, it allows them 
expenses which they are required by law 
or by school authorities of the educa
tional system to make in order to con
tinue to serve in their capacity as teach-
e~ . 

Mr. PEPPER. The Senator has stated 
the substance of the amendment with 
absolute correctness. The expenses in 
question woUld simply be a deductible 
item. The reason why the amendment 
is necessary is because the Internal Rev
enue Bureau by decision in 1921 ruled, 
in 0. D. 892, as follows: 

The expenses incurred by school teachers 
in attending summer school are in the nature 
of personal expenses incurred in advancing 
their education and are not deductible in 
computing net income. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Presidert, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. I do not criticize the deci

sion made by the Bureau of Internal 
Revenue, but it seems to me they have 
approached the question in an unusual 
way. We were speaking a while ago · of 
doctors. A doctor can de~uct expenses 
incurred for subscriptions to medical 
journals and things of that kind. What 
the Senator is seeking to do now is to 
provide similar deductions for the poor
est paid group in the 'Cnited States in 
relation to the service they render the 
country; is that not true? • 

Mr. PEPPER. That is absolutely cor
rect. The Senator has correctly de-

. scribed them as amo~1g the poorest .paid 
groups in our country. I dare say no 
other group which performs so impor
tant a function is so poorly paid as the 
public and private teachers. The 
amendment applies to both public and 
private teachers. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? . 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. TYDINGS. Does the Senator 

from Florida have any knowledge as to 
whether or not in spite of the ruling of 
the Internal Revenue Bureau, a case was 
ever presented and carried before the 
Court of Tax Appeals to obtain a deter
mination? 

Mr. PEPPER. I will say to the Sen a- · 
tor from Maryland that I think the _ 
teachers have simply accepted the rul
ing of the Internal Revenue Bureau, ex
cept that the National Education Asso
ciation, which strongly approves my 
amendment, has been trying to have the 
ruling changed for some time. I have a 
statement in the RECORD from the Na
tional Education Association. 

Mr. TYDINGS. It seems to me that 
if the prima facie evidence presented by 
the Senator from Florida were preEent
ed to the proper court which we have 
designated to rule on sucl cases, it 
would find it difficult to adjudicate 
against the philosophy of the Senator's 
amendment. The rP-ason I asked the 
question was that I cannot conceive that 
such a court would allow medical and 
other men travel expenses and would 
deny them to the school teachers. I 
shall support the Senator's amendment, 
and even if we find later on that we 
have overlooked some point in it, which 
I doubt very much we have, the confer
ees will be in a position to correct it. I 
think the Senator has made oue a just 
case, and I think we ought to give the 
amendment the support it merits. 



1947 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 5941 
Mr. PEPPER. r' am very grateful for 

the kind words uttered by the senator 
from Maryland. · 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will ' the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. I hope the Senator's 

amendment will be agreed to. I think 
the Senator from Maryland has made a 
very apt suggestion, which is that the 
amendment should go to conference and 
there the conferees will have an oppor
tunity to sit down and, if there are any 
"bugs," as we say, in it, they will be ab,le 
to pick them out, and if any change or 
modification needs to be made, they can 
make it. But certainly, to my mind, the 
amendment presents a case so worthy 
and so just that the amendment ought 
to be adopted. 

Mr. TYDINGS. The amount of money 
involved is infinitesimal. 

Mr. PEPPER. Yes, the amount of 
money involved is infinitesimal. I was 
about to read three or four decisions 

·which have already been rendered by 
the Internal Revenue Bureau, which I 
think, in principle, are clearly the same 
kind of decisions that we ask for in the 
amendment. · 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

- · Mr. PEPPER. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I think the Sena-

. tor's amendment is commendable, but 
I was wondering whether it might be 
discriminatory in character. I was hop
ing it might be made broader. Is it not 
true that most professional men, min
isters, doctors, and engineers perhaps 
voluntarily, but sometimes are required 
by their firms or by others to increase 
their knowledge by attending technical 
conventions or educational conventions. 
Can such individuals deduct expenses in 
connection with attendance · upon such 
conventions? 

Mr. PEPPER. I will say that I think 
they are cl~arly covered. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wanted to have 
that made .clear so there might be no 
discrimination involved. 

Mr. PEPPER. These are the decisions 
I presented before the Finance Commit
tee: 
SUMMARY OF DECISIONS OF THE BU~EAU OF IN

TERNAL REVENUE PERTINENT TO EDUCATIONAL 

EXPENSES OF TEACHERS 

1. Travel expenses of a salaried employee 
who lived in one city and traveled to and 
from his residence to work in another city. 

(a) "In short, every necessary item of ex-
pense in conducting business, incurred 

• primarily because of and solely in the fur
therance of the business engaged in, is held 
to be an ordinary and necessary business 

. expense." 
(b) The test is the freedom of choice of 

the individual in occurring the expense. In 
this case he can't set up his residence where
ever he feels like. The result is a matter 
personal to him. It is not a matter under
taken for business purposes (Bureau of In
ternal Revenue, C. B. No. 1, April-December 
1919, 8-19- 317, s. 1048, p. 102). 

2. "The expenses incurred by school teach
ers in attending summer school are in the 
nature of personal expenses incurred in ad
vancing their education and are not deduct
ible 1n computing net income" (Bureau of 
Internal Revenue Bul. No. 17-21, Aprll 27, 
1921, 17-21-1595, 0. D. 892). 

S. (a) Necessary expenses · incurred by a 
member of a professional association in send
ing a representative to its annual convention 
for the sole purpose of furthering the busi
ness interests of such member are allowable 
deductions (I. T. 2602). · 

(b) Amounts expended by physicians in 
attending medical conventions are deduct
ible (Cecil M. Jack v. Commissioner, 13 B. T. 
A. 726, C. B. X-2, 35). 

(c) Amounts expended by clergymen to 
attend general conventions of their church 
are deductible (appeal of Marion D. Shutler, 
2 B. -T. A. 23 C. B. X-2, 65) . 

(d) Expenses of a professor of chemistry 
in connection with carrying on his profession 
and attending scientific meetings and con
ventions are "ordinary and necessary busi
ness expenses." (Alexander Silverman v. 
Commissioner, 6 B. T. A. 1328-C. B. X-2, 65) ~ 

(e) A professional man is entitled to de
duct a reasonable allowance covering depre
ciation actually sustained on part of his 
library necessary and used wholly in pursuit 
of his profession (Bulletin F, revised January 
1931, p. 24) . 

(f) In the case of research work of a teach
er jn college without remuneration, deprecia
tion on books· and instruments purchased 

. for use in research work and expenses in
curred in attending meetings of scientific so
cieties are deductible. Expenditures for 
plates and figures for mustrative purposes 
in publications . of the results of his investi
gation may or may not be deductible depend
ing on whether the expense is an ordinary 
one or a capital expenditure (C. B. · Xll-14-
6111, G. C M. 11654). 

. 4. Expenses for traveling, meals, and lodg
ing of a university professor whlle teaching 
temporarily ·away from his home city are 
deductible (C. B. Vlll-2, July-December 1929, 
V111-29-4277, I. T. 2481). 

5. Dues paid by teachers to professional so
cieties, prices of subscriptions for education 
journals of the profession, travel, mears, and 
lodging incurred while attending teachers' 
conventions. if not reimbursed, are ordinary 

. and necessary expenses which o.re deductible, 
the cost of technical books purchased specifi
cally in connection wlth their professional 
work is a capital expenditure and is not de
ductible (C. B. 1941-1 January-June 1941, 
1941-6-10589, I. T. 3448). 

Mr. President, I think the nature of 
the amendment is clear," and I hope the 
Senate will see fit to adopt it. 

Mr. MIDLIKIN. Mr. President, I will 
say to the distinguished senior Senator 
from Florida that I regret I cannot ac
cept the amendment at this time. I read 
an excerpt from the remarks of the Sec
retary of the Treasury in his appear
ance before the House Ways and 'Means 
Committee on Monday, May 19: 

In addition to the tax matters of broad 
and general importance to which I have 
briefly referred, there ar.e a substantial num
ber of needed technical adjustments of con
siderable significmtce that have accumulated 
during the war years. The Revenue Act of 
1942 was the last piece of major legislation 
in which the Congress undertook to go into 
such problems to any great extent. Many 
of these matters pose policy questions of 
some magnitude and their proper solution 
will frequently involve technical problems 
of considerable difficulty and complexity. 
Among the more important of these items 
are such matters as the treatment of (a) 
war losses-

He specifies a number of matters, and 
then he comes to this provision-
occupational expenses, a problem which in· 
volves primarily the di11lculty of drawing sat-

tsfactory lines between the nondedu~tible 
personal expenses of individuals and their 
deductible business outlays. 

There are inequities in the law, but I 
am afraid . that the amendment would 
plant another inequity or bring about an
other disparity between groups. 

I notice that the amendment itself is 
rather broad. It allows all expenses for 
tuition, books, - laboratory fees, and 
equipment. Much money could be spent 
for such purposes. There is no limita
tion on living and travel. One could 
travel to Europe. There are no limita
tions on the travel or incidental expenses. 
I am afraid, I will say to the Senator, 
that the amendment could bring about 
quite a large. bill. But that is not what 
I consider primarily important. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will th~ 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Just a moment, 
please. I am suggesting that this is one 
of that large number of subjects which 
the Treasury recognizes should be gone 
over in relation to other problems of 
the same kind, and brought into co
ordination with such problems. The 
Treasury has taken the initiative in 
bringing the matter and related' prob
lems to the .attention of the House Ways 
and Means Committee. I can assure 
the Senator that I shall be actively in
terested in keeping this matter before 
that committee and also before the 
Senate Finance Committee. My per
sonal feeling is that there is much merit 
to the proposal, as there is much merit 
to other forms of deduction which are 
disallowed in connection with business 
expenses. 

Mr. PEPPER. I was about to ask the 
Senator if the law which permits the 
deduction of expenses incurred by busi
ness executives limits the amount of the 
deduction. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I have heard that 
some of the busine!s deductions which 
are being claimed and allowed are per
fectly fantastic. I am not in favor of 
that. I should like to see this whole 
subject put on some uniform basis, so 
that everyone may know whether or 
not his expenses are business or personal. 

Mr. PEPPER. I am merely making 
the observation that the law which per
mits business expenses to be deducted 
does not limit the amount of the deduc
tion. It is left to the Treasury to de
termine whether the claimed deduction 
is reasonable or not, and the same rule 
should apply in this case. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I think that point is 
well taken. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER]. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on my amendment. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator withhold for a moment his 
suggestion of the absence of a quorum? 

Mr. WHERRY. Certainly. 
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LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I 
apologize for taking at this juncture a 
moment of the time of the Senate, not 
on the amendment or on the bill itself. 
I do so because when the bill is finally 
voted upon no doubt there will be such 
·confusion in the Chamber that it will 
be impossible -for me to say what I now 
wish to say about another matter. I am 
addressing my remarks to the leadership 
of the majority. 

There has been great confusion and 
discussion, and some shifting of posi
tion, with respect to the next piece of 
legislation which is to come before the 
Senate after the disposition of the pend
ing bill. 

We all know that the present law with 
reference to rent controls will expire on 
the 30th of .June, about 1 month from 
now. The closer that date is approached 
the more chaos and confusion will nat
urally exist among both landlords and 
tenants as to what is going to . happen 
on the 30th of June. We certainly de
·sire to have no hiatus similar to that 
which occurred last year in the matter of 
reimposing price controls generally. 
After a period of 2 Y2 months _ when 
there were no controls it was impossible 
to resume the situation which existed on 
the 30th of June when the law expired. 
So I am expressing the· hope to the ma
Jority leader and those who are associ
ated with him in controlling the pro
gram of the Senate that following the 
passage -of the pending bill it will be the 
program to proceed immediately to the 
consideration of the rent-control bill. 

I realize that there are other bills 
with respect to which Senators are press
ing for action. I know how anxious the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDEN
BERG] is to bring up the treaties which 
have been unanimously reported from 
the Committee on Foreign Relations, and 
I share his anxiety. I think it is very 
important that we dispose of those 
treaties at the very earliest possible date, 

·because of the effect of such disposition 
upon the stability of the world. In my 
judgment it is a crucial matter. But 
that must be done in an executive ses
sion. 

I hope that next week we may be able 
to reach the consideration of those 
treaties; but assuming that we shall not 
reach the treaties as the next order of 

· business, I earnestly hope that, in spite 
of any controversy over what legislation 
shall come up next, and in spite of the 
anxiety of Members to obtain action 
upon their respective bills, we shan not 
longer delay consideration of the rent
control bill. 

Several weeks ago the House passed 
a rent-control bill. The Senate com
mittee has reported what I consider to 
be a much better bill _than that passed 
by the House. I assume that the Sen
ate bill will be considered up to the point 
of final disposition, and that the Senate 
bill will then be substituted for the House 
bill, so that it may go to conference. All 
that requires time, and we ought not to 
wait until the last week or two before 
the law expires to inaugurate whatever 

resumption of rent. controls we wish to 
inaugurate following June 30. 

I would riot presume to offer sugges
tions to the Senator from Maine or other 
Members of the majority except for the 
fact that from day to day we have been 
told tqat this bill, that bill, or some other 
bill was to follow the tax bill. I am 
earnestly hoping that it has been de
cided, or will be decided, by the majority 
that the rent-control bill is to be next 
in order for consideration. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr.-BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. WHITE. There is some justifi

cation for the rather soft impeachment 
by the Senator from Kentucky. There 
has· been some confusion as to what bills 
should be taken up, and in what order. 
It was very definitely understood upon 
this side that immediately upon the con
clusion of the tax bill the so-called Bul
winkle bill would be taken up. We have 
been obliged to change that program 
because of the necessary absence of the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
TOBEY], who filed minority views, and 
who should be given consideration in 
fixing the time for discussion and action 
UPOn that bill. His absence has.necessi-

. tated a change. 
It is my purpose, or the purpose-of the 

Senator from Delaware [Mr. BucKl
one or the other of us-upon the dis
position of the tax bill this afternoon, 
to move that the so-called rent-control 
bill be made the unfinished business. It 
is anticipated or hoped, th~t either to
day or tomorrow that bill can be disposed 
of. But it will be before the Senate 
later this afternoon and tomorrow. I 

·very much cherish the hope-although 
-I have not great courage in stating it
that we may dispose of the-rent-control 
bill with discussions today and· tomor
row, although it is no.w growing late. 

Mr. BARKLEY, Mr. President, I ap
preciate what the Senator from Maine 
has said. Of course, the Senator knows 
my views as to the merits of . the rent
control bill and the so-called Bulwinkle 
bill. Aside from the illness of any Sen
ator or the convenience of any Senator, 
upon the relative mei'its of the two pro
posals, the rent-control bill ought to re
ceive first consideration. However. by 
whatever method the decision has been 
arrived at, I am very glad to know that 
it is to be the next bill to receive con
sideration. 

Mr. WffiTE. It is definitely the pro
gram of the majority side to proceed to 
the consideration of the rent-control bill 
immediately upon the disposition of the 
tax bill. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. REED. I think the majority leader 
should suggest also that this program 
was arrived at partly for the conveni
ence of the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
RussELL], who desired to go home to ful
fill an engagement of long standing, and 
could not be back until next Tuesday. So 
far as I had anything to say, I was very 

happy to accommodate the Senator .from 
Georgia. . · 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, by 
whatever method of elucidation or com
parison the rent-control bill takes prece
dence over the Bulwinkle bill, I think it 
is a just consummation, although I re
gret that the priority of rent-control leg
islation is brought about by the incon
·venience of any Senator, either now or 
tomorrow. As between the two subjects, 
1 think there can be no comparison, on 
the basis of importance to the American 
people, of immediate action upon rent
control legislation. 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. BUCK .. I may say to the Senator 

that I am anxious to dispo.Se of the rent
control bill. It has been on the calendar 
·since the 3d of April. It is an important 
measure. As the Senator from Kentucky 
has stated, the life of the present act ex
pires on June 30. As the majority leader 
has said, we propose to make it the un-. 
finished business of the Senate this 
afternoon. 

Mr. BARKLEY·. I thank the Senator. 
I wpuld not have broached the subject 

-except for the apparent uncertainty on 
both sides of the aisle as to what is to be 
taken up next. I" merely wished to ex
press my hope. I thank both the Senator 
from Maine and the Senator from Del
aware. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr. WHITE. In justification of the 

absence of the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. TOBEY] who has filed minor
ity views, he has been called away by 
1llness in his family, and 'it was felt 
that we should accommodate him. 

Mr. BARKLEY. I appreciate - that; 
and I sympathize with the Senator from 

·New Hampshire because of the 1llness in 
his family. I hope it will soon terminate 
in complete recovery. 

Mr. WHITE. I join in that hope. 
Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. BARKLEY. I yield. 
Mr CONNALLY. I will say to the 

majority - leader an(! to the minority 
leader that I am very hopeful that they 
will arrange for an executive session at 
an early date. I hav~ been given as
surances that as soon as the tax bill 

. is out of the way consideration will be 
. given to an executive session on the nom
ination of Joe B. Dooley to be United
States district judge for the northern 
district of Texas. His nomination was 
reported to the Senate on April 28, al
most a month ago. I have not insisted 
on action, because I realized that the 

·majority leader publicly called attention 
to the matter and suggested that it be 
taken up. 

Mr. WHITE. I suggested that l would 
be glad to confer with the Senator most 
interested in the matter to see if some 
time could be agreed upon. · 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from 
Maine is now talking to the Senator who 
is most interested in the matter. 
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Mr. WHITE. I thought the distin

guished Senator from Kentucky was in
terested als.o. I wanted to see 1f some 
date could be agreed upon . . I fully agree 
that these nominations .should not. stay 
on the calendar indefinitely; they should 
be disposed of just· as promptly as may 
_!Je possible, · 
. REDUCTION OF INDIVIDUAL -INCOME

TAX PAYMENTS 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H. R; 1 > • to reduce indiVidual 
income-tax payments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question 1S on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by "the Senator from Flor
ida [Mr. PEPPER]. On this question the 
yeas and nays have been ordered, and 
the Clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll 
Mr. REED <when his name was 

called>. I have a general pair with the 
·senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER]. 
On this vote I transfer that pair to the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsEl and 
will vote. I vote "yea." 
· Mr. WHERRY. I announce that ·the 
Senator from . New Hampshire [Mr. 
ToBEY), who is absent because of illness 
In his family; Is paired with the Senator 
from Rhode Island [Mr. McGRATH]. If 
·present and voting the Senator from New 
Hampshire would vote ••nay" and the 
Senator from Rhode Island, if. present, 
·would vote "yea." 

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. I,luT
:LERl, who is absent on official business, 
is paired -with the Senator from Tennes
see [Mr. STEWARTl. If present and vot
ing the Senator from Nebraska would 
'vote "nay" and the Senator from Ten
nessee, if present, would vote "yea." 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE] 
:is necessarily ~bsent and is paired with 
the Senator from ·New York [Mr. WAG
.NERl. 

The Senator from Vermont £Mr. 
'FLANDERS] and the Senator from Wis
consin [Mr~ WILEY] are unavoidably de-
tained. . 

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the Sen
·ator from Rhode Island [Mr. McGRATH), 
and the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
STEWART] are absent on public business. 
. The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
. McKELLAR], the Senator from Wyoming 
, [Mr. O'MAHoNEYl, and the Senator from 
.New York £Mr. WAGNERf are ·necessarily 
absent. · 
: The Senator from Louisiana £Mr. 
·OVERTON 1 is absent by leave of the Senate. 

On this vote I annoul}ce the following 
_pairs: The Senator from Rhode Island 
[Mr. McGRATH] is paired with the Sen,

_ator from New .Hampshire £Mr. ToBEY]. 
If present, the Senator from Rhode Is-
· land would vote "yea," and the Senator 
from. New H-ampshire would vote ''nay." 

The Senator from Tennessee £Mr. 
STEWART], is paired with the senator 
from Nebraska £Mr. BuTLER]. If present, 
the Senator from Tennessee woUld vote 
"yea," and the Senator from Nebraska 

. would vote "nay." r 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
WAGNER] has a general pair with the 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. REED]. 

XCIII--375 

~ ·The result was announced-yeas 87, 
nays 47, as follows: 
- YEAS-37 

Aiken 
Chavez 
Downey 
Eastland 
Fulbright 
Green 
Hatch 
Hayden 
H1ll 
Hoey 
Holland 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnston, S. C. 

Baldwin 
Ball 
Barkley 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushfielcl 
Byrd 
Cain 
Capehart 
Capper 
Connally 
Cooper · 
Cordon 

Kilgore 
Langer 
Lucas 
McCarra.n 
McClellan 
McFarland 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
May bank 
Murray 
Myers 
O'Conor 
O'Danlel 

NAY8-47 
Donnell 
Dworshak 
Ecton 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
George 
Gurney 
Hawkes 
H1ckenlooper 
Ives 
Jenner 
Kem 
Knowland 
Lodge 
McCarthy 
Malone 

Pepper 
Reed 
Robertson, Va. 
Russell 
Sparkman 
Taylor 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tydings 
Umstead 
Wilson · 

Martin 
Millikin 
Moore 
Revercomb 
Robertson, Wyo. 
Sal tonatall 
Smith 
Taft 
Tbye 
Vandenbel'J 
Watklna 
When'Y 
White 
WilliaDl.l 
Young 

NOT VOTING-11 
Butler Morse 
Flanders O'Mahoney 
McGrath Overton 
McKellar Stewart 

Tobey 
Wagner 
Wiley 

So Mr. PEPPER's amendment was re
jected. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, it is 
.not my desire to delay the :final vote on 
this bill. In referring to the bill a few 
minutes ago, the minority leader, stated 
that he has taken no Gallup poll in his 
State and that he did not know whether 
the bill would be popular or not. I do 
not pretend to be another Mr. Gallup, but 
I dare say that a vote against this bill 
will be somewhat unpopular today and -
in the imm'ediate future. A cynic said 
to me recently that .,this bill may be bad 
for the country but its good for me." 

However, I have decided to vote against 
the bill. I shall do so because I en
vision this bill as another step along the 
road to a state which is nonexistent, the 
so-called state of normalcy. 

As the distingui~hed former chairman 
of the Finance Committee, the esteemed 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE), said 
the other day, the present state of the 
·world, the chaos upon which we look in 
. every direction. is not such as to assure 
us that in the United States we can main
tain an island of health in what seems to 
be a sea of malignancy. 

No, Mr. President; I think we are not 
justified in reducing the income_ of the 
Treasury at a time when uncertainty 
exists in our own country and in the 
whole world. I think we are not war
ranted in reducing the Government's in
come at a time when the Federal Re
serve charts show that the inflationary 
spiral, although it :flattened out in April, 
has not yet taken a downward turn. In 
my opinion, any tax reduction which is 
made at this time will result in a fur
-ther so-called shot in the arm and .a 
further stimulation of the economy at a 
time when we definitely do not need it, 
and when it may be indeed very dan-
gerous. 

Of course we all want to liquidate the 
war as quickly as possible but I warn the 
Senate that the assurance implied in this 
bill that everything is going to be all 
right is contrary to truth and the facts. 
It again illustrates that we have not fully 
comprehended the thorny road ahead. 

So, Mr. President, it is my firm convic
tion that if we had at least delayed the 
effective date of this measure until Janu
ary 1, 1948, instead of making it effective 
at the beginning of the fiscal year, we 
would be making some contribution to 
statesmanship and to a regard for the 
state of the Treasury, which the Senator 
from Kentucky has so graphically de
scribed as being of paramount necessity 
to this Nation and to the peoples of the 
world. 

Let it be clearly understood that I do 
not advocate the present tax rates be
cause I wish to maintain expenditures at . 
a high rate. I am as conscious of the 
necessity for economy in Government as 
is any other Member of the Senate. But 
unlike my cynical friend, I am against 
this bill because I feel that it is not good 
for the country and 1t is therefore neither 
good for the people of my State nor for 
the· peopie of the United States. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to detain the Senate for more 
than 2 or 3 minutes. 

We boast of our eminence as a Nation 
·fn the world, of our strength, and of 
our resources. But, Mr. President, one 
of the essential requirements of a great 
and powerful state is a financial struc
·ture-her public credit-which is sound 
and which enjoys the confidence not only 
.of her own people but of foreign peoples. 

I shall not vote for this bill. I do not 
believe it is wise or that it is in the public 
interest at this time radically to reduce 
taxation. Already the chairman of the 
Finance Committee has promised that 
next year there will be a general revision 
of the whole tax structure, and at that 
time such revisions as are desirable can 
be made. 

Mr. President, what is our present 
financial situation? Today the profits 
and incomes of our people are greater 
than they have ever been before in our 
history. . That condition exists under 
present taxes. These enormous incomes 
and profit~ to business and dividends 
have been earned under the present tax 
Jaws. No reduction in taxation is re
quired in order to make the people pros-

. perous. No cut of Federal taxes has been 
required in order to make our people 
prosper. Today the people of the United 
States have in their pockets more money 
than they have ever had before in all 
their history. But, in addition, we also 
owe the' biggest debt in the history of the 
world. We owe· it to our own people. It 
is a debt of honor; it is a sacred debt. 
We speak of the war's being over, but 
the war is not over until we pay for it. 
The tremendous debt which now rests on 

:us is a part of the war. It is an obliga-
tion to our own people. It must be re

-financed and refunded from time to time; 
· btit if we do not begin to pay something 
of a substantial character on the na

. ttonal debt, we shall find that when we 
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come to refund and renegotiate - the 
bonds, many of the potential bond buyers 
will say, "They are not making any pro
vision for paying the bonds which I al
ready hold, so I will not buy any more 
until they do." 

Mr. President, that may or ·may not 
happen, but it is a possibility. 

I think that when the people of the 
United States have in their pockets more 
cash money than they have ever had be
fore in their lives, when the Nation has 
the largest national income in history, 
and when at the same time it owes the 
greatest debt in history, then and there 
is the time to begin paying on the public 
debt, a debt of honor to our own people, a 
debt of honor to ourselves, a debt of 
honor to -~he cause for which we ex
pended the life's blood of hundreds of 
thousands of our gallant young men. 

So, Mr. President, without undertak
ing to elaborate on them, those three rea
sons are sufficient to make me believe 
that in voting against the bill I am doing 
the righ1> thing for the country and for 
the people of the United States. Perhaps 
that may not appear to be the case until 
next year, but I am convinced that I am 

-doing the right thing in _the long run, 
fro:Q'l the long-range point of view, in re
gard to the stability and the soundness 
of the national finances and the national 
indebtedness, for it is of the most pri
mary importance to the people of the 
United States and to the solvency of the 
Government that the Nation shall meet 
its obligations at home and abroad. 

So, Mr. President, I shall vote "nay" 
on the ftnal passage of the· bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
shall detain the Senate but a moment. 
I, too, shall vote against the pending bill. 
To me it seems that tax reduction at this 
time is placing the stamp of approval on 
the most unsound kind of national fi
nancial policy. The bill undoubtedly will 
be passed, because the majority is bent 
on tax reduction, regardless of its con
sequences, because they promised the 
people politically last fall that they would 
reduce taxes. But I venture to say that 
if the bill shall pass, we will not have 
one dime to pay on the national debt in · 
the coming year. If we do not make a 
payment on the national debt, the very 
financial security of this Nation will be 
impaired. That, in turn, will lower the 
value of the dollar, and tax reduction 
will amount to nothing if the dollar goes 
to a point lower than its present-value. 

Mr. President, it seems to me that again 
we are about to start down the road to 
unsound national financing, and I hope 
the blame will be placed where it be
longs. I intend to vote against the bill. 
I shall not elaborate, as what I might 
say has been so well said by the distin
guished minority leader. His views I 
adopt as my owp. I appreciate that a 
vote against tax reduction is not going 
to be politically popular, for everyone 
wants tax reduction, but I must compli
ment the majority side, or those of them 
who vote for tax reduction, because a 
lowering of taxes is going to be politically 
popular for at least a year or 18 months. 

~-Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, we· 
all want tax reduction but in . the first 
remarks I made on the pending bill I 
said that whether any tax reduction 
should be made now was certainly de
batable. I still feel that way about it. 
I am not yet convinced that this is the 
time to start reducing taxes, notwith
standing it might be the temporarily 
popular thing to do. At all times, when I 
was pressing for adoption of my amend.~ 
ments, that any time is the right time 
to do right and the time to rectify a 
wrong. I sought to have wrongs righted 
and to get relief if we are to make a re
duction in taxes to those who most need 
relief. 

We were told, "We cannot revise the 
law to do simple justice while reducing 
taxes, but we have to wait until we have 
a general revision bill." In my judgment 
we should have revision in order to es
tablish an equitable base for taxes be
fore we undertake to reduce taxes. A 
reduction of taxes without a prior or 
simultaneous revision to do equity and 
justice merely perpetuates existing· in
justices, and . if we cannot pass a revi
sion bill at this session of Congress, let 
us wait for the reduction until we can do 
the revising, and put the system on a 
sound, fair, and equitable plane. 

Mr. President, I tried to help, by the 
amendments I offered, to make the bill 
a fair. one, to make sound legislation out 
of it: I tried, with amendments which I 
supported and some I offered, to carry 
tax reduction, if we were to have it, to 
those who needed it most, to start at the 
.right end of the scale and go upward, 
instead of starting at the wrong end and 
coming down. I wanted to make it so 
that there would be relief for the man 
who ought to have tax relief, if tax relief 
can be afforded at this time. 

I do not care to· take further time. 
I associate myself with my colleagues on 
this' side of the aisle who have pointed 
out more forcibly than I can the situa
tion and the reasons why we should defer 
tax legislation for at least another year, 
or until we can revise the law so as to 
eliminate the existing inequities, and 
then ascertain how much loss has been 
sustained by the Treasury, and how 
much we can lower taxes on a fair basis 
without perpetrating discrimination and 
an inequ~table system. 

We have this debt to pay-the war 
debt, Mr. President-and whether we 
like it or not, we cannot escape the re
sponsibility. It is our patriotic duty to 
keep this Government solvent, and to do 
that it is essential that we pay high taxes 
while we have a high national income, 
and at the same time use every diligent 
effort to reduce the cost of government, 
and apply all excess revenue to the liqui
dation of the war debt. That is what 
any prudent man would do in his own 
business affairs, and we should not do 
less in the business and fiscal affairs of 
our Government. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, I hesi
tate to speak at this late hour upon the 
subject nqw before the Senate, and my 
hesitancy is increased by my realization 
that, as a younger Member of the Senate, 

there is very little that I can add to the 
· aiscussion of complex tax Pl'Oblems. 

I believe, however, that the action 
which win be taken upon the pending bill, 
in a sense, will predetermine and limit 
the a~tion we will. take in this session 
and in the next session of the Congress 
upon every important governmental 
measure. It will affect governmental ex
penditures, reduction of debt, the estab
lishment of a social program, and, finally, 
and more important than anything else, 
our international relationships. 

I believe that the vote I cast today 
wm predetermine the votes which I must 
cast in the future upon these issues, and 
in consideration of that fact, I will vote 
against the bill. _ 

I wish to make it perfectly clear that I 
do not vote against the bill, because 
there is any doubt in my mind that the 
Republican majority will reduce expendi
tures to an extent which will permit tax 
reduction. !_have faith that this will be 
done. 

I have absolute confidence in the dis
tinguished Senator from Colorado . 
chairman of the Committee on Finance' 
who has presented the bill. In my short 
service as a Member of the Senate there 
has been no one in whose judgment I 
have had more confidence. During the 
last 3 days I have v.oted agaiqst every 
amend~ent which has been presented, 
Qecause I believed that if the bill should 
be passed, the measure which the Sena
tor from Colorado and his committee had 
studied was th~ best bill that could be 
produced. · 

If there is any objection at all I would 
have to his argument, it arises from 
the fact that debt reduction is made 
secondary to tax reduction. -One of 
the first votes I cast in this body was 
for an amendment resolvipg that a mini
mum of $2,600,000,000 sho~ld be paid 
upon the public debt, and that the pro
ceeds from war surplus properties should 
be applied upon the public debt. I do 
not believe there will be anoiher year· in 
the immediate future when we will be 
able to make any substantial payment 
upon the public debt. 

I should lik,e · to disassociate myself 
completely from those who oppose the 
bill because they want to maintain the 
present level of governmental expendi
tures. I am heartily in accord with the 
position which has been taken by the · 
Republicah majority and by the distin
guished senior Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD], whose fight to re1uce ex
penditures, I have followed and admired 
for many years. When the opi;>ortunity 
has been presented thus far, I have voted 
to reduce expenditures. 

Mr. McMAHON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kentucky yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the Senator 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. McMAHON. With reference to 
the Senator's remark about wishing to 
dissociate himself from those who oppose 
the bill because they want to maintain 
the present level of expenditures, I take 
it the Senator from Kentucky was not 
referring to my position, because I wish 
to say to .him that I have not expressed 
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any such view, and, a.s· a matter of fact, 
only one of the major appropriation b1lls 
has so far been voted on. I do not oppose 
the bill because I -wish to maintain the 
present level of expenditures, because, 
Mr. President, I am for economy in Gov
~rnment. I also want to reduce the Fed-
eral debt. . 

Mr. COOPER. If I made an incorrect 
statement, I beg the Senator's , pardon. 
But, I repeat, I am absolutely opposed to 
the position of those who desire to vote 
against the bill merely because they wish 
to retain the present level of govern
mental spending. Government expendi
tures must and will be reduced. The 
position of those who say that the Presi
dent's budget must be maintained, and 
say at the same time that the debt must 
be reduced, is inconsistent, _for they must 
know that no debt reduction can take 
place until there is a reduction of gov
ernmental expenditures and a budget~ry 
surplus secured. I know further that the 
present high level of taxes cannot be 
maintained after this year, and I want 
to vote for reduction when I can con
sistently do so. 

The chief reason , for my opposition to 
this bill is based upon a factor which has 
not been discussed at any length during 
the debate. Two unknown factors have 
been commented on, the unknown factor 
of revenues and the unknown factor of 
expenditures. There is another unknown 
factor whic4 I believe i~ more important 
than any that has been discussed. That 
unknown factor is the sum of the re
quirements and the demands which may 
be made upon this country during the re
mainder ·of this year, and in the next 
fiscal year, to implement our interna
tional policy. 

I am very sorry that the administra
tion, if it has information upon this sub
ject, has .not seen fit to give that in
formation to the Congress and to the 
people of this country. I do not know 
whether or not such information is 
available, but the demands which have 
been made upon the Congress are por
tents of those that will yet be made. We 
have voted at this session to expend 
$400,000,000 in aid of Greece and Tur
key and $350,000,000 to European and 
Balkan countries for relief. A few days 
ago, the ·distinguished ex-President of 
this country, Mr. Herbert Hoover, in 
whom we all have great confidence, said 
to a committee of the House that it will 
be necessary to sp.end at least $725,000,-
000 in the next fiscal year in foreign 
countries, particularly Germany and 
Japan, for their bare subsistence. 

I want to call the attention of the 
body to the fact that this is only a neg
ative expenditure, simply for subsistence. 
Mr. Hoover went on to say that we have a 
choice of three courses in Europe and 
Japan. We can withdraw from our com
mitments and ignor-e the chaos that 
would result; or second, we can continue 
our yearly expenditures of approximately 
$725,000,000, each year for subsistence 
purposes, draining our resources without 
:the accomplishment of any positive re
habilitation; or else, third, we can under
take to assist our allies and the occupied 
countries of western Europe, for which 
we are responsible to become self -sus-

taining 1h order to e"li:minate this con
tinual drain upon the American Nation, 
and to promote a healthy world economy. 

. So far as I am concerned, I believe that 
we embarked upon this program at least 
in 1941 when w.e entered the war. I do 
not believe it will be ended until w·e have 
assisted within reasonable limits, the 
nations of western Europe and certainly 
those who hold the seeds of. democracy, 
to reestablish to some degree their econ
omy. It must be done within reasonable 
limits, coordinated as efficiently as pro
posed by ex-President Hoover. It must 
be done within the limits of our own 
sound fiscal economy. 

We have assumed a position of world 
leadership which we cannot ignore. It 
means that we must help to restore the 
economy of the shattered nations of 
western Europe, thus promoting even
tually our own economic welfare. More 
important, it is the only hope of peace. 

I do not want to be personal. I said 
a few minutes ago that I do not have 
any exhaustive knowledge of tax prob
lems which we have discussed, for the 
subject of taxation is one that requires 
long and patient study. I do think that 
perhaps, in one instance, I may have 
certain knowledge which may not have 
been available to every other Member of 
this body. For at least 20 months I had 
the opportun.ity to see something of the 
destruction, something of the want, in 
those countries which now· call upon us 
for aid and whose welfare affects our 
welfare. I have become convinced that 
there will be no final peace, there will be 
no resto,ration of the world's economy, 
until we exercise the full leadership that 
we have assumed. It seems to me that 
in this vote, if I vote for the pending 
measure, I shall have limited, perhaps 
precluded, the vote that I would want to 
give if these grave issues of international 
responsibility arise in the next fiscal 
year. It is idle to talk of peace, and our 
adherence to a world order, unless we 
are willing this year to make some sacri
fice in terms of money to support it. 
I have decided to vote against the pend
ing bill. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, like 

the distinguished Senator who has just 
spoken, I am reluctant to take any of the 
time of the Senate to discuss the pend
ing measure, being merely a freshman 
Senator, and being not so deeply ground
ed in the principles of Federal taxation 
as many of those who are now present. 
I do feel, though, that my people in 
Florida will be expecting me to vote for 
reasonable tax reduction. That was my 
purpose when I came here, that was my 
platform when I ran for office, and I 
think that since I do not find it possible 
for me to vote for the pending measure; 
because I do not think it is a reasonable 
tax-reduction measure, it is imperative 
that I state at least briefly my reasons for 
casting my vote against the bill. 

In the first place, I want to say that 
ever since I have been here I have been 
trying to build a predicate upon which I 
could support whatever tax-reduction 
btll came before the Senate. I voted 
for a reduction of $4,500,000,000 in the 
budget which reached us from the Pres-

!dent. In the matter of voting on the 
only general appropriation bill which has 
come bef-ore us, I voted with the commit
tee on each of the recommendations for 
cuts or reductionS which they recom
mended to the Senate, except in four in
stances. My recollection is that there 
were 20 to 30 cuts which they recom
mended. I refer, of course, to the bill 
for the Labor Department, Federal Se
curity Agency, the Public Health Service, 
and so forth, whicb has already cleared 
the Senate. . But in looking at the pend
ing measure, Mr. President and Sena
tors, it seems to me that even a cursory 
investigation .of it shows very clearly that 
it is a measure which will bring very 
great relief, substantial relief, to the 
large payers of income taxes, and will 
not bring, in anything like equal meas
ure, -relief to the millions of small in
come taxpayers in this Nation, who need 
the relief more badly than do those who 
pay in the larger brackets. I say that 
with reluctance, because I have a great 
deal of respect and appreciation for 
many of the things that have been ac
complished by the Senate committee in 
its work upon the House bill; its post
ponement of the effective date, for in
stance; its reduction of the general tax 
cuts, so as to make the over-all reduc
thm of revenue a much less substantial 
blow to the fiscal structure of the Na
tion. But on the question of just how 
these cutS are applied, I cannot agree 
with the philosophy of the distinguished 
committee. It is for that reason that I 
want to address myself briefly to that 
phase of the measure, the unequai appli
cation of the tax cuts as they appear in 
the pending bill, as between the well-to
do, whp get the principal benefit of the 
cuts, and those who are not well-to-do, 
who get very little of the benefits of tax 
reduction. 

Mr. President and Senators, if the Sen
ate will bear with me, I should like them 
to turn, if they will, just briefly to two 
of the tabulations which appear in the 
committee report on this important 
measure, because I think the gist of the 
situation will appear, by reference to 
those two tabulations. The first is on 
page 2 of the committee report. ·1 want 
to call the attention of Senators to the 
fact that it is not the percentage of re
duction of the tax levied that counts so 
much; it is the reduction of the amount 
in actual dollars and cents Which the 
taxpayer has to pay, that counts, insofar 
as he is concerned. That is the first 
thing which counts. The second is the 
percentage of his over-all income which 
he is able to save by reason of the reduc
tion. 

The two tables to which I shall refer 
relate to those two aspects of the matter. 

The first table is on page 2. It is a 
comparison of the effective individual 
income-tax rates under present law, un
der H. R. 1 as passed by the House, and 
under the Senate Finance Committee 
bill. I call the attention of Senators, 
if they will, briefly, to only the last four 
columns in that particular tabulation. 
I hope Senators will examine them, be
cause, when they do, they will see just 
exactly what is proposed to be done. 
First, with reference to a person drawing 
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an income of $1,200, if Senators will go 
across the page, to the last four columns 
on the right, it will be seen· that under 
the present law, the individual pays, on 
his income of $1,200, a percentage of tax 
amounting to 3.17, a little over 3 percent. 
As a matter of fact he pays $38, whereas 
under the pending bill he would pay 2.22 
percent. He would effect the great sav
ing of $11.40, which is 0.95 percent, less 
than 1 percent of his income, if the pend
ing bill is passed. I am spealdng now 
about the little taxpayer with an income 
of $1,200 who would have been excluded 
entirely from the necessity of paying an 
income tax if the amendment offered by 
the distinguished Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. LucAs] raising the individual tax 
exemntion from $500 to $600 had been 
adopted instead of having been rejected 
by the Senate. That small taxpayer, the 
first one whom we take, will receive a tax 
reduction of less than 1 percent, and I 
think, and I believe aU Senators will 
agree, that it is a negligible percentage 
of reduction of his tax for that particu
lar taxpayer. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. TAYLOR. That would be less 

than $1; would it not? 
Mr. HOLLAND. That is a reduction 

of $11.40, as I recall the amount. 
If we go down to the $1,500 bracket and 

take the same figures, we will see that 
that taxpayer saves out of his whole in
come 1.9 percent, or less than 2 percent 
of his income. 

Hurrying along, if we go down to the 
$2,000 bracket we will find that the tax
payer receiving $2,000 a year is saved by 
the pending bill less than 3 percent, or 
2.85 percent of his entire income, if the 
bill goes into effect. 

AB we go on down the line, Mr. Presi
dent and Senators, it will be seen how 
speedily the income-tax saving goes up 
as we come to the brackets where much 
more appreciable income is received, and 
it will be seen that it is in those bracl{ets 
that much more appreciable relief in a 
percentage way is given by the pending 
bill. Let us go to the bracket, for in
stance, of the taxpayer receiving an in
come of $5,000. Note the figures there 
opposite the $5,000. Under the present 
law the percentage of tax which he pays. 
is 15.96 percent. Under the pending bill 
it is 12.77 percent. He would save 3.19 
percent of his entire income under the 
pending bill, as compared with less than 
1 percent in the case of really small in
come earners of the Nation. 

But that is not the worst of it, Mr. 
President and Senators. If we go down 
to the bracket of the taxpayer with an 
income of $10,000-and we must proceed 
hurriedly; we cannot consider them all, 
but the general pattern will follow 
through these remarks I am making-it 
·will be noticed that that taxpayer will 
save under the pending bill 4.37 percent 
of his entire income as compared with 
the less than 1 percent saved by the per
·son who receives an income of $1,200. 

Going further down the table to the 
taxpayer who receives $20,000 per year
and now we are getting into the class of 

the well-to-do-people, it will be found 
that that taxpayer will save 6.4 percent 
of his entire income if the pending bill 
becomes law. 

Going further down in the table to the 
taxpayer whose income il;i $30,000 a year, 
it will be found that he will save 7.98 
percent, or practically_ 8 percent, of his 
entire income if the pending bill should 
become law. 

Proceeding further to the taxpayer 
whose income is $60,000 a year-and now 
we are getting down to real money, to 
people who are making real money-it 
will be found that that taxpayer, instead 
of paying 53.15 percent of his income, as . 
he is required to do under the present 
law, he will be obliged to pay only 42.52 
percent of his entire income, or he will 
be saving 10.63 percent of his entire 
income.· 

Mr. President, I do not want to weary 
the Members of the Senate, but I want 
them to understand exactly what we are 
asked to do in this matter, and exactly 
what we will do if we adopt the bill. I 
am simply quoting from the figures fur
nished us by the committee in connection 
with the bill. The committee has been 
frank,- the committee has been candid, 
but I have not heard any real discussion 
by the committee as to the dispropor~ 
tionate relief which is being given to the 
income taxpayers in the high brackets 
under the providons of the pending bill 
as compared with the income taxpayers 
in the low brackets. 

Going on down to the income taxpayer 
with an income of $100,000, it will be 
found, if we wish to subtract the figures, 
that he will be given relief to the tune of 
11.85 percent, nearly 12 percent, on his 
entire income, as compared with the 
much greater tax which he now pays. 

Then we come to the taxpayer receiv
ing an income of $300,000 a year, which is 
the place where tne curve breaks-a little 
below that-and it will be found that in 
that case the taxpayer .actually saves 
12.52 percent of his entire income in the 
event the pending bill b8comes law. 
Csmparing his present tax with the tax 
he would then pay, he would save 12.52 
percent of his entire income under the 
provisions of the pending bill, which I 
think is not a fair bill, but is an extremely 
·partial one, and is written in the protec
tion of those receiving large incomes, 
who are not the ones who really need 
relief, which is so necessary by reason of 
the fact that the cost of liviPg has gone 
up so steeply. I felt that the proposal 
made in the Senate by the Senator from 
Illinois offering to extend an ~ncrease in 
the personal exemption was what W:"Uld 
come nearer to meeting the situation 
than anything else we have had offered 
us. 

Mr. President and Senators, I wish to 
call attention to a little sentence con
tained in the committee report which I 
think shows the philosophy under which 
the committee has reported the bill 
better than almost anything else, and 
that is the sentence appearing at the 
bottom of page 1, and running over to the 
top of page 3 of the report, as follows : 

The largest percentage reduction wlll be 
received by taxpayers having incomes of 
$1,000 or less: . and the smallest . relief-

And this is what I am particularly call
ing to the Senate's attention-
and the smallest relief will be received by 
persons with incomes of $302,000 or more. 

"The smallest relief." Yes; from the 
standpoint the committee approached it. 
The committee said, "Let us make a 30-
percent cut in the tax from $1,000 to 
$1,400. Let us make a 20-percent cut 
in the tax on incomes from $1,400 to 
$79,700, and let us make a 15-percent 
cut in taxes on incomes from $79,700 to 
$302,400, and let us nial{e a 10.5-percent 
cut in the taxes on incomes of $302,400 
and over." But when we make it read 
in terms of dollars saved or in terms of 
the percentage of the total income of 
the taxpayer saved, the figure is entirely 
diffe1·ent. Whoever wrote that sentence 
certainly had his tongue in his cheek 
because that statement would be as far 
from what I think would be actually the 
true picture presented by the bill as it 
would be p~ssible to make it. 

I reread that sentence, because I think 
it is the central presentation of the phi
losophy under which the pending tax bill 
was written: 

The l&rgest percentage reduction wlll be 
received by taxpayers having incomes of 
$1,000 or less, and the smallest relief will 
be received by persons with incomes of 
$302,000 or more. 

Mr. President and Senators, I think the 
answer to that is very clearly put if we 
will look back at the column on page 2, 
and we will see that in the case ef the 
poor fellow who has an income of $1,200 
a year on which he p!>l.ys tax, he is given 
relief of $11.40, or less than 1 percent 
of his entire revenue, whereas the indi
vidual who receives $300,000 a year in
come-and I have not tried to brzak it 
down to the $302,000 figure which is used 
in the report-receives 12.52 percent re
duction of his tax. If Senators will turn 
to the table on pages 22 and 23 of the 
report they will see that in the case of 
the taxpayer who receives a income of 
$300,000 a year he is actually relieved 
in terms of dollars and cents in the 
amount of $37,624.51. Senators will find 
that in the eighth column under the 
heading-

Amount of tax reduction: Finance Com
mittee bill for 1948 and subsequent 
years • • •, $37,624.51. 

As a matter of fact, Mr. President and 
Senators, comparing the actual relief in 
dollars and cents obtained by the man 
who had an income of $300,000 with the 
man who had an income of $1 ,200, the 
actual relief obtained by the man with 
an income of $300,000 is just 3,300 times 
bigger in dollars and cents than the re
lief obtained by the one poor devil with 
an income of $1,200, who is stated in the 
report to be in the group who receive the 
·greatest benefits because of the provi
sions of the bill. 

I do not think that the statement in 
the report is a reasonable conclusion at 
all. I think that under the terms of the 
bill the greatest relief will go to those 
in the high-income brackets. I have no 
·objection to any Senator voting for the 
·bill. That is his privilege and right. 
·Perhaps that is the· correct· way to ap-
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proach the question; but so far· as I am 
concerned, I do not propose to approach 
tax relief in . that way, because I believe 
that tax relief is actually needed much 
more in the low-income brackets than in 
the high-income brackets, and that this 
measure does not so approach the sub
ject. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. Is it not a fact that fam

ilies in the lower-income groups must 
pay excise taxes? Take, for example, a 
family of four members, the husband, 
wife, and two children, with an income 
of $2,500. They must pay Federal excise 
taxes. They also must pay many other 
taxes, including State, county, and mu- . 
nicipal taxes. The Federal excise taxes 
bear upon such a family more heavily 
than upon a family in the high-income 
group. Such taxes bear more heavily 
upon people in the lower-income groups 
than upon those in the high-income 
groups. Is not that true? 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is my belief. 
Mr. HILL. A family with an income 

of $200 a month must pay Federal ex
cise taxes. A much greater burden is 
imposed upon them, and taxes are much 
more oppressive upon them than upon 
a family with an income of $50,000 or 
$100,000. Yet by this bill, as the Senator 
so well points out, we are proposing tQ 
give the greatest reli.ef not to the low-. 
income families which are so burdened 
and oppressed with other taxes but to 
the families and groups with the largest 
incomes. Is that correct? · 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is exactly cor-
rect. 1 

Let me summarize briefly the two ar
guments which I have just made--

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, before 
the Senator summarizes, will he yield to 
me? 

·Mr. HOLLAND. I yield to the senior 
Senator from Florida. 

Mr. PEPPER. In view of what has 
just been suggested by the Senator from 
Alabama with respect to excise taxes, I 
invite attention to a study which was 
made by the Treasury Department re
cently. It showed that more than ·so 
percent of the taxes collected through 
excises came from persons with incomes 
of less than $5,000 a year. 

Mr. HOLLANI:). I thank the Senator. 
To summarize and conclud~and I 

apologize for having taken so much of 
the time of the Senate-! wish to make 
it clear, if it is not already clear, that 
under the provisions of the bill there is 
no equity done as between the small tax
payer and the large taxpayer. Instead, 
the bill is entirely in favor of the large
income group, who need relief the least. 
There are two particulars in which it is 
in favor of that group. 

First, a much larger percentage of in
come is · given back . to the taxpayer in 
the high-income brackets under the 
terms of the bill than is given back to 
the taxpayer in the small-income brack
ets, and, secondly, the savings in dollars 
and cents of the big taxpayer is much 
larger, in proportion, than that .given 
to the small taxpayer. This statement 
applies not only to the. person receiving 
an income of $1,200 or $1,500, but it 
applies all the way up until we reach the 
level of the well-to-do. It will be found 
that the curve goes up constantly, and 
that there is a great disparity, as already 
stated, running all the way from a relief 
of less than 1 percent--0.95 percent-to 
the taxpayer with an income of $1,200, 
to a relief of 12.52.percent to the income 
taxpayer with an income ,of $300,000. 

Mr. mu;: - Mr. President; w111 the 
Senator yield? 

. Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 

Mr. HILL. I wish to commend the 
. Senator and ask him to permit me to as
sociate myself with · him in the very 
strong and able statement he has just 
made. In my opinion, the bill ought to 
be captioned "A bill for the relief of the 
large-income groups at the expense of 
the small~income groups." 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I shall not trespass 

longer upon the time of the Senate. I 
wish the Senate might kill the bill. I ani 
not deluding myself with the hope that it 
will do so. However, I do not believe that 
any Senator who will really examine the 
tabulations to which I have just called 
attention can possibly escape the conclu
sion-because I think it is an inescapa
ble conclusion-that the bill, whether by 
design or accident, is so drawn as to give 
more relief to those in the higher-income 
brackets and virtually no relief, or very 
small relief, to those in the lower-income 
brackets. · 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator further yield? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. I suggest to the Senator 

that he ask unanimous consent to· have 
printed in the RECORD the tabulations to 
which he has just referred, so that 'the 
entire table may appear in the RECORD. 

Mr. HOLLAND. 'l thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, following the suggestion , 

of the Senator from Alabama, I ,ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD at this point as a part of my re
marks the table appearing on page 2 of 
the report of the committee, being table 
I, styled ~·A comparison of the effective 
individual income-tax rates under pres
ent law, under H. R. 1 as passed by the 
House, and under the Senate Finance 
Committee bill." 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the REcORD, as 
follows: 

TABLE I.-A comparison of the effective individual income-tcu; rates under present law, under H. B. 1 as passed by the House, and under 
the Senate Finance Committee bill 

N ct income before personal exemptions 
Present law 

Single persons, no dependents 

Finance Committee bill for-
H. R.1 as 
passed by 

House 1947 1948 and subse
quent years 

Present law 

Married persons, no dependents 

Finance Committee bill fol'-
H. R.1 as 
passed by 

House 1047 1948 and sab98-
quent years 

Percent Percent Percent Perunt Perce'lll Percent Percent Percent 

r~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~: ----------~~- -----------, ;· ----------11- ----------u-~~=~~~~~~~~: ~=~~~~~~i-ii~ -~)~~!!i~~~ii= ~~~-~!:\~l~!r~ 
$1,700.--------~-------------------------:_ _ 13.41 10.18 11.85 10.18 7. 82 li. 48 6. 65 6.48 $1,8()() ______ ._________________________________ 13.72 10.72 12.31 10. 72 8. 44 5. 91 7. 18 6. 91 

n:m================~==================~== H: ~ H: ~ }t: n: ~ i: ~ ~: u i ~ ;: i~ $2,200 _________________________________ ~--· - 14.68 11.75 13.21 11.75 10. 36 7. 86 9.16 7. 86 
$2,300______________________________________ H. 87 11. 90 13.38 11. 9(). 10.74 8. 39 9. 63 8. 39 

~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~: ~ g: ~ ~f: ~ ~ ~ tl:~ gJ~ 1~: ~ ~J~ 
$3,000 __ ______________________ :_____________ 16.15 12. 92 14.54 12.92 12.67 10. 13 11.40 10.13 

$4,()()() _________ ~--------------~------------- U:~ ~!: ~~ ~~ ~ · ft: ~~ ~1 ~ Th: ~~ ~!: ~i g: ~~ $5,ooo ________________________________ ~----- 7 53 5. 58 7 9 15 68 13 93 

~·g&g-------------------------------------- ~- !~ ~~· ~ ~8· « ~6. 39 ~s: !~ ~~: 7~ 16:61 14~ 77 

~~:~8:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~: ~ n: ~ ~: ~ U: ~ . ~: ~ ~g: ~~ ~~: ~~ ~~:X~ 
$10,000_____________________________________ 23.47 18.77 21.12 18.77 21.85 17.48 19.67 17.48 
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Tm:a: I.-A comparison of th.e effective indiV:cual income-tax rate~ -under present law, under 'H. R.1 as passed by th.e HOJJ,se, and under 

the Senate Finance Committee bill--Continued 

Net income before personal exemptions 

$11,000.-----------------------------------
$12,000_------------------- -------------- - --

- $13,000 __ -------- - --- - ---------------------
$14,000_ -- - --------------------------------
$15,000. ----------------------- -- ----------
$20,000---- --- - - -- ------------- ----------- --$25,000 ____________ ,! _______________________ _ 

$30,000 ____________________________________ _ 

$40,000_--------------- ------------------ ---
$50,000 ____ ---------------------------------
$60,000_ ----------------------- - ------------$70,000 ____________________________________ _ 
$80,000 ____________________________________ _ 

s;oo,ooo_ ------------------------------------$100,000 ___________________________________ _ 
$150,()()0 ___________________________________ _ 

$200,000------------------------------------$250,000 ___________________________________ _ 

$300,000_ ----------------------------------
$400,000.-----------------------------------$500,000 ___________________________________ _ 

$750,000_ ----------------------------------
$1,000,000.------------------ -·- -----------
$2.()()(),000_-- ------------------------------
$5,000,000----------------------------------

Present law 

Percent 
24.44 
25.41 
26. 42 
27.45 
28.47 
33.23 
37.45 
40.88 
46. 06 
li0.27 
53.75 
re:63 
59.16 
61.43 
63.54 
70.54 
74.28 
76.71 
78.33 
80.30 
81. [18 
83.20 
84.01 
85.23 
85.50 

Single persons,. no dependents 

Finance Committee bill for-
H. R.l as 
passed by 

House 

Percent 
19.55 
20.33 
21.13 
21.96 
22.77 
26.58 
20.96 
32.71 
36.85 
40. 22 
43.00 
45.31 
47.32 
49.15 
50.83 
56.43 
59.42 
61.37 
62.67 
66.28 
68.49 
71.44 
72.92 
75.14 
76.46 

1941 

Pncent 
22.00 
22.87 
23.78 
24.70 
25.62 
29.90 
33.70 
36.79 
41. 46 
45.25 
48.37 
50.97 
53.24 
55.52 
57.61 
64.51 
68.18 
70.56 
72.14 
74.57 
76.04 
77.99 
78.96 
80.43 
81.00 

1948 and subse-
quent years 

Percent 
19.55 
20. 33 
21.13 
21.96 
22.77 
26.58 
29.96 
32.71 
36.85 
4.0. 22 
~3.00 
45.31 
47.32 
49. 58 
51.63 
58.37 
61.95 
64.25 
65.79 
68.65 
70.39 
72.71 
73. 87 
75.61 
76.50 

Married peroons, no dependents 

.Finance Committee bill for-
H R. 1 as 

Present law passed by 
House 1947 1918 tui.d subse-

quent years 

Perce11t Percent Perce11t Percent 
22. 80 18. 24 20.52 18.24 
23.91 19.13 21.52 19.13 
24. 85 19. 88 22.36 19.88 
25. 99 20.79 23.39 20.79 
26.98 21.58 24.28 21.58 
31.97 25.57 28.77 25.57 
36.33 29.66 32.70 29.06 
39.90 31.92 35.91 31.92 -
45.24 36.:00 40.72 36.20 
49.59 39.67 44.63 39.67 
113.15 42.52 47.84 42.52 
56.10 44. 88 li0.47 44.88 
58.fi7 46.94 52.81 46.94 
60.99 48.79 55.11 49.20 
63.13 ro.50 57.23 51.28 
70.26 56.20 64.25 58.13 
74.00 59.26 67.98 61.71 
76.54 61.23 70.40 64.11 
78.19 62. 55 72.01 65.67 
80.25 66.18 74.47 68.56 
81.49 68.41 75.95 70.31 
83 15 71.39 77.94 72.66 
83.97 72.88 78.93 73.83 
85.21 75.12 80.41 '15.59 
85.50 76.46 81.00 76.50 

Source: Staff of the Joint Committee on Internal Revenue Taxation. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the REcORD at this point as a part 
of my remarks the table appearing on 
pages 22 and 23 of the committee report, 

being table IX-A, styled "Comparison 
of individual income tax under present 
law, House bill, and Finance Committee 

. bill." 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

TABLE IX-A.-comparison of individual income tax under present law, House bill, and Finance Committee bill 
S:fNGI.E PERSON-NO DEPENDENTS 

Amount of tax Amount of tax reduction Percent tax reduction Effective rates 

Finance Committee Finance Committee Finance Com- Finance Com-
Net income bill bill mittec bill mittee bill 

before personal 
exemption Present law House bill House bill House Present House 

For 1948 For 1948 bill For 1948 law bill For 1948 
For 1947 and sub- For 1947 and sub- For and sub- For and sub-

sequent scque.nt 1947 sequent 1947 sequent 
years years years · years . ------------------

Perce'llt Percent Perce11t Percent Percent Percent Percent $500 ____________ 
-------ii9:oo· -------ii3:3o- -------$i6~i5- -------iis:so- ------$5:7(>" ------$2:85- ------$5~70- --so:oo- --is:oo- ---·so:oo- --Ti7- ---2:69" ------2:22 $600 ____________ 

2.22 $700 ____________ 38.00 26.60 32.30 26.60 11.40 5. 70 11.40 30.00 15.00 30.00 5.43 3.80 4. 61 3.80 $750 ________ . ____ 47.50 33.25 40.37 33.25 14. 25 7.13 14.25 30.00 15.00 30.00 6:33 4.43 5. 38 4.43 $800 ___________ 57.00 39.90 48.45 39.90 17.10 8.55 17.10 30.00 15.00 30.00 7.12 4. 99 6.06 4. 99 
$900 ________ ---- 76.00 53.20 64.60 53.20 22.80 11.40 22.80 30.00 15.00 30. 00 8.44 5. 91 7.18 5.91 $1,000 __________ 95.00 66.50 80.75 66.50 28.50 14.25 28.50 30.00 15.00 30.00 9. 50 6.65 8.08 6.65 
$1,200 __________ 133.00 93.10 ·us. 05 93.10 39.90 19.95 39.90 30.00 15-00 30.00 11.08 7. 76 9.42 7. 76 
$1,500.--------- 190.00 133.00 161.50 133.00 57.00 28.50 57.00 30.00 15.00 30.00 12.67 8.87 10.77 8.87 $1,1J00 __________ 209.00 158.00 181.50 153.00 56.00 27.50 56.00 26.79 13.16 26.79 13.06 9. 56 11.34 9. 56 
$1, 700 _____ - ---- 228.00 173.00 :101.50 173.00 55.00 26.50 "55.00 24.12 11.62 24.12 13.41 10.18 11.85 10.18 
$1,800.--------- 247.00 193.00 221.50 193.00 54.00 25-50 54.00 21.86 10.32 21.86 13.72 10.72 12.31 10.72 
$1,9()0 ______ ---- 266.00 212.80 239.40 212.80 53.20 26.60 53.20 20.00 10.00 20.00 14.00 11.20 12.60 11.20 $2.000 __________ 285.00 228.00 256.50 228.00 57.00 28.50 57.00 20.00 10.00 20.00 14.25 11.40 12.aa 11.40 $2,5()() __________ 380.00 304.00 342. 00 304.00 76.00 38.00 76.00 20.00 10.00 20.00 15.20 12.16 13.68 12.16 $3,000 __________ 484. 50 387.60 436.05 387.60 96.90 48.45 96.90 20.00 10.00 20.00 16.15 12.92 14.54 12.92 $4,000 __________ 693.50 554.80 624.15 554.80 138.70 69.35 138.70 . 20.00 10.00 20.00 17.34 13.87 15.60 13.87 $5,000 __________ 921.50 737.20 829.35 737.20 184.30 92.15 184.30 20.00 10.00 20. 00 18.43 14.74 16.59 14.74 $6,000 __________ 1,168. 50 934.80 1,051. 65 934.80 233.70 116.85 23a. 7o 20.00 10.00 20.00 19.47 15.58 17.53 15.58 $7,000 __________ 1,434. 50 1, 147.60 1, 291.05 1, 147. fJG 286.90 143.45 286.90 20.00 10.00 20.00 20.49 16.39 18.44 16.39 $8,0()() __________ 1, 719.50 1_,375.60 1, 547.55 1,375. 60 343.90 171.95 343.90 20.00 10.00 20. 00 21.49 17.20 19.34 17.20 $9,000 __________ 2,023. 50 1,618.80 1,821.15 1,618. 80 404.70 202.35 404.70 20.00 10. 00 20.00 22.48 17.99 20.24 17.99 $10,000 _________ 2,346. 50 1,877. 20 2,111.85 1,877. 20 469.30 234.65 469.30 20. 00 10.00 20.00 23.47 18.77 21.12 18.71 $11,000 _________ 2,688. 50 2, 150.80 2,419.65 2, 150.80 537.70 268.85 537.70 20.00 10.00 20.00 24.44 19.55 22.00 19.55 $12,00() _________ 3,049. 50 2,439. 60 2, 744.55 2,439.60 609.90 304.95 609.90 20.00 10.00 20.00 25.41 20.33 22.87 20.33 $13,000 _________ 3,434. 25 2, 747.40 3,090. 83 2, 747.40 686.85 343.42 686.85 20.00 10.00 20.00 26.42 21.13 23.78 21.13 $14,000 _________ 3,842. 75 3,074. 20 3,458.48 3,074. 20 768.55 384. 'Zl 768.55 20.00 10.00 20.00 27.45 21.96 24.70 21.96 $15,000 _________ - 4,'Zl0. 25 3,416. 20 3,843. 23 3,416. 20 854.05 427.02 854.05 20.00 10, 00 20.00 28.47 22.77 25.62 22.77 
$20,000.-------- 6,645. 25 5, 316.20 5, 980.73 5, 316.20 1, 329.05 664.52 1,329. 05 20.00 10.00 20.00 33.23 26.58 29.90 26.58 $25,000 _________ 9,362. 25 7,489. 80 8,426. 03 7,489.80 1,872.45 936.22 "1, 872.45 20.00 10.00 20.00 37.45 29.96 33. 70 29.96 
$30,000 _________ 12,264.50 9,811. 60 11,038. 05 9,811. 60 . 2,452. 90 1, 226.45 2,452. 90 20.00 10.00 20.00 40.88 32.71 36.79 32.71 uo,ooo _________ -18,425.25 14,740.20 16,582.73 14,740.20 3,685.05 1,842. 52 3,685.05 20.00 10.00 20.00 4ti.06 36.85 41.46 36.85 $50,000 _________ 25,137.00 20,109.60 22,623.30 20,109.60 5,0'Zl.40 2, 513.70 5,027. 4.0 20.00 10.00 20.00 50.27 40.22 45.25 40.22 $60,()()() _________ 32,247.75 25,798.20 29,022.98 25,798.20 6,449. 55 3, 224.77 6,449. 55 20.00 10.00 20.00 53.75 43.00 48.37 43.00 
$70,000.-------- 39,643.50 31,714.80 35,679.15 31,714.80 7, 928.70 3,964. 35 7,928. 70 20.00 10.00 20.00 56.63 45.31 50.97 45.31 

=:~========= 
47,324. 25 37,859.40 42,591.83 37,859.40 9,464. 85 4, 732.42 9,464. 85 20.00 10.00 20.00 59.16 47.32 53.24 47.32 
55,290.00 44,232.00 49,966.00 44,621.50 11,058.00 5,324.00 10,668.50 20.00 9.63 19.30 61.43 49.15 55.52 49.58 
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TABLB IX-A.-Compamon of Uu:Uv!d~ tn.oaae .ta u'ftde!' preaent lctD, BOUle bUi# an'd l'itaftCe CommUtee b~Unued 

SINGLE PEISOlf--KO DKPDJ):arm--coDtiDUecl 

Amount of tax AmountoftaxreduetiOn Percent tax reduction Efteetive rates 

Finanoo Committee Finance Committee Finance Com· Finanee Com-
Net income bill bill mittee bfll mittee bill 

before personal 
exempUon Present law House bill Houseblll House Present House 

For 1948 For lMS bill For 1948 Jaw bill For 1948 
For 1g47 and rub- For 1947 andsttb- For and sub- For and sub-

sequent sequent 1947 sequent 1947 sequent 
years yeses years years 

--------------
Percent Percent ~t Plreettt Perum Percent Per~ 

$50,832.00 $10(),000 ________ $63, MO. 75 $67,008. 80 $51,6M.64 $12, 'roB. IS $5,931.95 $11, t!06. ll 20.00 9.31 18.74 63.M li0.83 67.61 51.63 $1.50,000 ________ 105,806. 2.) 84645.00 00,100.00 87,560..31 21, 161.2S 9,016.25 18, 24."...9;1 20.00 8. 55 17.24 70.54 56.43 64.51 58.37 
$200,000 .•••.••• 148,551.50 118,841.20 136,355.60 ~893.78 29,710.30 12, 19.5. 90 24.657.72 20.00 8. 21 16.60 74.28 59.42 68.18 61.95 
$250,000 .•.••..• 191,771.75 153,417.40 176,3Sil. 20 160,630.99 38,354.35 15,380.55 31, 140.76 20.00 8.02 16.24 76.71 61.37 70.66 64.25 $300,000 ________ 234.996.75 187,997.40 216,431.20 197,372.24 46,W9.35 18,M5.S5 37,624.51 20.00 7.90 16.01 78.33 62.67 72.14 66.79 uoo.ooo ________ 

321,446.75 265,110.25 298,278.00 274,610.25 56,336.50 23,168.25 46,836.50 17.53 7.21 U . 57 80.36 66.28 74.57 68.65 $&)0,()()0 ________ 407,896.75 342,460.25 380,178.50 351,960.25 65, 436.1i0 27,718. 25 55,936.50 16.0i 6.80 13.71 Bl.SS 68.49 76.01 70.~9 $700,0f» ________ 624,021.75 535,835.25 fJ8f, 928. 50 545,335.25 88,I86.m 39,093.25 78,686.50 14.13 6.26 12.61 83.20 71.44 77.99 72.71 
$1,000,000 •• -- •• 840,146.75 729,210. 2.) 789.678.50 738,710.25 110,936.50 50,468.25 101,436.50 13.20 6.01 12.07 84.01 72.92 78.96 73.87 
$2,000,000 •••••. 1, '1'04, 6!6.75 1, 502, 710. 25 1, 60S, 678. 50 1, 512, 210. 25 3)1,936..83 95,968.25 192,.00. 50 11.85 3.63 11.29 85.23 75. U 80. 43 75.61 
$5,000,000. - •.•• ~275,000.00 3, 823, 210. 25 ~ 050, 000. 00 a, 825, 000. 00 451~ ;'89. 75 225,000.00 4m,OOO.OO 10.57 5. 26 10.53 85.50 76.46 8l.<JO 16.50 

Source: Staff of the Joint 'Committee on Internal .Revenue Taxation. 

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I shall 
consume about 30 seconds of the time of 
the Senate. · 

After considerable debate with myself, 
I have decided to vote against the bill. 
In doing so. I do not oppose it primarily 
because of its component parts. I take 
this positipn beca~e I do not believe it is 
sound to pass a tax-reduction bill until 
after the appropriation bills have been 
tlrst acted upon by this body; for no 
Senator knows how much of the cuts 
which have been suggested by the House 
of Representatives will remain after the 
appropriation bills have passed both 
branches of Congress and finally become 
I a w. I think there will be ample time 
after those bills are acted upon, or re
ported to this body, so that we can see 
what the cuts are, to pass a tax bill. I 
am not going to put the cart before the 
horse by reducing revenues before we 
know what our expenditures are to be. 

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I bad 
hoped to be able to vote for the bill, be
cause no one believes in tax reductions 
more than I do, and no Senator has voted 
with greater satisfaction for the curtail
ment of appropriations than I have voted 
as a member of the Committee on Appro
priations. But, Mr.- President, the Gov
ernment of the United States is unable 
to redeem in cash the bonds of the GI's, 
although it could redeem the bonds of 
the officers of this war. It is no time for 
me to vote for tax reductions. I think 
the first thing the Government should do 
is to redeem the bonds of the soldiers 
who fought and won this war. 

A part of this program will involve the 
redemption of certain bonds. No one 
knows what bonds. When the bonds are 
paid the main sufferers from this tax 
reduction will not be the banks. They 
will be the GI's whose bonds were bought · 
by the banks in time of stress, and whose 
money was sent home to purchase the 
bonds. 

So. Mr. President, I shall vote against 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
iS before the Senate and open to fur
ther amendment. If there be no further 
amendment to be proposed. the question 
is on the engrossment Clf the amend
ments and the third reading of the bill. 

The amendments were or.dered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

having been read the third time, the 
question is. Shall It pass? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered, and 
the legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. REED <when his name was 
called>. I have a general pair with the 
Senator from New York fMr. WAGNER]. 
On this vote I transfer that pair to the 
Senator from New Hampshire CMr. 
ToBEY J and I will vote. I vote ''yea." 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the 

Senator from New Hampshire {Mr. 
TOBEY] is absent because of illness in his 
family and is paired with the Senator 
from New York (Mr. WAGNER]. If pres
ent and voting, the Senator. from New 
Hampshire would vote "yea" and the 
Senator from New York, if present, 
would vote "nay." 

The Senator from Vermont CM.r. FLAN
DERS] is necessarily absent and is paired 
with the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
MoRSE] who is necessarily absent. If 
present and voting, the Senator from 
Vermont would vote c•yea, and the Sen
ator ·rrom Oregon if present would vote 
"nay." 

The Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
BUTLER], who is absent on official busi
ness. is paired with the Senator from 

- Rhode Island £Mr. McGRATH]. If pres
ent and voting, the Senator from 
Nebraska would vote · .. y~a" and the Sen
ator from Rhode Island would vote 
"nay." 

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the 
Senator from Rhode Island £Mr. Mc
GRATH] is absent on public business. 

The Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Mc
KELLAR], the Senator from Wyoming 
£1\lr. O'.MmoNBYJ. and the Senator from 
New York (Mr. WAGNERJ are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from. LoUisiana £Mr. 
Ovnr.oN 1 is absent by leave of the 
Senate. 

On this vote the Senator from Ten
nessee £Mr. McKELLAR]. who, if present, 
would vote "yea," is paired with the Sen
ator from Wyoming £Mr. O'MAHONEYJ, 
who would vote "nay.'' 

The Senator from Rhode Island (Mr. 
McGRATH] is paired on this vote with 
the Senator from Nebraska £Mr. BuT
LER]. If present and voting, the Sen
ator from Rhode Island would vote 
"nay" and the Senator from Nebraska 
would vote "yea." 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
WAGNER] has a general pair with the 
Senator from Kansas £Mr. REEDJ. The 
transfer of that pair to the Senator from 
New Hampshire £Mr. ToBEY] has been 
announced by the Senator from Kansas. 
If present. the Senator from New York 
would vote "nay." 

I announce further that the Senator 
from Louisiana [Mr. OvERTON] would 
vote unay:• if present. 

The result was announced-yeas 52, 
nays 34, as follows: 

Aiken 
BaldWin 
Ball 
Brewster . 
Brlcker 
Bridges 
Brooks 
Buck 
Bushneld 
cain 
capehart 
Capper 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Dworshak 
Ecton 
Ferguson 
George 

"Barkley 
Byrd 
Chavez 
COnnally 
cooper 
Downey 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Fulbrl.ght 
Green 
llatch 
Hayden 

YEAS--52 
Gurney 
Hawkes 
.Hickenlooper 
Hoey 
Ives 
Jenner 
Kem 
Knowiand 
Lodge 
McCarran 
Mceartby 
Malone 
Martin 
Millikin 
Moore 
O'COnor 
O'Daniel 
Reed 

NAY8--S4 

Revercomb 
Robertson, Wyo. 
Saltonstall 
Smith 
S tewart 
Taft 
Thye 
Umstead 
Vandenberg 
Watkins 
Wherry 
White 
Wiley 
Williams 
Wilson 
Young 

Hill Murray 
Holland Myers 
Johnson, Colo. Pepper 
Johnston, S. C. Robertson, Va. 
Kilgore Russell 
Langer Sparkman 
Lucas Taylor . 
McClellan Thomas, Okla.. 
McFarland Thomas, Utah 
McMahon Tydings 
Magnuson 
Nay bank 

NOT VoTING-9 
Butler McKellar OVerton 
Planders Morse Tobey 
McGrath O'Ma.honey Wagner 

Sq the bill <H. R. 1> was passed. 
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Mr. MJI.TJKTN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous . consent that the bill be 
printep, with the amendments of the 
Senate numbered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Mll.LIKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Secretary 
of the Senate be authorized, in engross
ing the amendments to the bill, to make 
corrections in the section numbering and 
lettering, and in cross references, and to 
correct any typographical errors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it· is so ordered. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I .move that the Sen
ate insist upon. its amendments, request 
a conference with the House of Repre
sentatives thereon, and that the Chair 
appoint the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. MILLI
KIN, Mr. TAFT, Mr. BUTLER, Mr. GEORGE, 
and Mr. BARKLEY conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

CONTINUATION OF RENT CONTROL 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. President, I move that 
the Senate proceed to the consideration 
of Senate bill 1017, Calendar No. 84. 

The PRESIDING-OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 1017) pro
viding for the temporary continuation of 
rent controlr transferring rent control 
to the Housing Expediter, providing for 
the creation of local advisory boards on 
rent control, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Delaware £Mr. BucK]. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill. 
REQUEST FOR CONSIDERATION OF 

TREASURY -POST OFFICE APPROPRIA
TION BILL 

Mr. CORDON. I ask unanimous con
sent that the rent-control measure 
which has been made the unfinished 
business may be temporarily laid aside 
when the Senate convenes tomorrow, 
and that House bill 2436 may be taken 
up at that time. It is the Treasury-Post 
Office appropriation bill. It is necessary 
that that measure be considered and 
passed at the earliest possible moment 
because of its effect upon the · depart~ 
ments in question. Numerous changes 
have been recommended by the Senate 
committee in respect to the action tal{en 
by the House on that appropriation bill; 
and the two departments are unable to 
reorganize their activities until they 
know just what situation they must 
face. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Oregon? 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. President, I am sorry 
that I cannot agree to the request. This 
afternoon both the majority leader and 
I gave assurance to the minority leader 
that the rent-control bill would be the 
next measure taken up. 

Mr. CORDON. In that event, Mr. 
President, I shall renew my request to
morrow. I hope the Senator from Del-

aware will :find it convenient at that 
time to accede to the request. 

Mr. BUCK. I am sure the Senator 
understands that I take this position 
solely because we have given that as
surance to the minority leader. 

RECESS 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, if 
there is no further business to come be
fore the Senate at this time, I now move 
that the Senate take a recess until to-
morrow at noon. . 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 5 
o'clock and 54 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Thursday, 
May 29, 1947, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

CONFIRMATION 

Executive nomination confirmed by the 
Senate May 28 <legislative day of April 
21),1947: 

DEPARTMENT OP' STATJ: 

Robert A. Lovett to be Under Secretary ot 
State. 

HOUSE OF -REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, MAy 28, 1947 

The House met at 10 o'clock a. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera 

Montgomery, D. D., offered the fol~ow
ing prayer: 

Our Father, we praise Thee for those 
conditions of life which strengthen and 
develop the human heart. Grant that 
in these stirring days we may glean the 
high aims which we have long loved and 
cherished. We pray Thee to further 
and counsel us in all good works, to 
temper our wills and restrain our affec
tions, lest the ideals which we were 
taught in other days be lost. Lead us 
to give ourselves to our tasks with all 
industry and patience, and to see Thee 
in the r·evelation of Thine only begotten 
Son, feeling the holiness and sublimity 
of His wonderful character. Keep in 
Thy blessed care our Speaker and all 
Members, the newsmen, and employees 
of the Congress. 

This we pray in our Master's name. 
Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday was read and approved. 

GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my 
remarks, ::md include a brief editorial. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, today 

marks the tenth anniversary of the 
opening of the Golden Gate Bridge to the 
public. It is one of the engineering 
marvels of this modern age. Whether 
or not one has visited San Francisco, he 
has become familiar with that great 
bridge of steel and concrete connecting 
the city and county of San Francisco 
with the great fertile valleys and the 
Redwood Empire to the north of the 

Golden Gate by pictures published far 
and wide. As I have said once before on 
this floor: · 

Its magnitude. and beauty are only sur
passed by the supreme majesty of the Golden 
Gate itself-the world-famous marine high
way which connects the great Bay of San 
Francisco with the Pacific Ocean. 

It was on November 12, 1918, that I 
personally introduced th~ resolution as 
a member of the Board of Supervisors of 
the City and County of San Francisco 
which ultimately made the Golden Gate 
Bridge a reality. It had long been a 
dream of the broad-visioned people of 
the counties on the northern shores of 
San Francisco Bay and the city of San 
Francisco that such a bridge be built. 
After the passage ·of that original reso
lution, it took many years of hard work, 
planning; and campaigning to encourage 
and build public support. Almost 5 years 
after its passage the Santa Rosa Cham
ber of Commerce, through its president, 
Frank P. Doyle, sponsored a meeting of 
interested citizens to coordinate the 
effort to bring the bridge into being 
through organization. At this meeting 

. I introduced the resolution providing for 
a citizens' committee of five, composed 
of Joseph Hotchkiss, Frank L. Coombs, 
Capt. I. N. Hibbard, Frank P. Doyle, and 
myself. Through the efforts of this com
mittee, legislation was sponsored in the 
State legislature creating the Golden 
Gate Bridge and Highway District, com
posed of San Francisco, Marin, Napa, 
Sonoma, Mendocino, and Del Norte 
Counties. I have been, and still am, a 
member of the board of directors con- · 
tinuously from its first organization. 

Because Federal military reservations 
occupy each side of the Golden Gate, the 
problem was complicated. It was nec
essary to secure a grant from the War 
Department for .the approaches to the 
bridge on Federal property and to secure 
that Department's approval to construct 
a bridge across navigable waters. On 
September 7, 1923, I introduced the res
olution in the board of supervisors re
questing the Secretary of War to -issue 
the grant and permission. 

The bridge finally became a reality, 
and on May 28, 1937, it was officially 
opened to the public. In the 10 years 
from that date until today more than 
50,000,000 automobiles have crossed the 
Golden Gate Bridge. Many of those au
tomobiles were military vehicles en~ 
gaged in the prosecution of the war. It 
became a part of a great military high
way necessary to our national defense. 
Other thousands of vehicles were those 
of war workers employed in the great 
shipyards to the north of San Francisco 
to help to build the ships to win the war. 

The progress of San Francisco has vin
dicated the dreams that originally beheld 
the bridge. Mr. Speaker, in accordance 
with the permission extended to me, I in
vite attention to the following editorial 
which appeared in the San Francisco 
Examiner of May 24, 1947: 

PROGRESS VINDICATED 

When, on May 28, the Golden Gate Bridge 
celebrates the tenth anniversary of its open
ing, persons who bad opposed its construc
tion, both on utility and aesthetic grounds, 
will find their pessimisx:.1 dismayed. 
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Already the fifty miHionth automobile has 

crossed the span between San Francisco and 
the Marin shore, a proof of the convenience 
and necessity for the structur.e, and certainly 
the part the bridge played .in national. de
fense was demonstrated . nobly dl.J!irig the 
war. · 

And now the great towers and cables are 
a part of the Golden Gate, a great frame for 
the picture. 

The servicemen returning from the Pacific 
war welcomed the . Golden Gate Bridge as 
J;leaning honie, Just as those who crossed th_e 
Atlantic from the European battlefields 
greeted the Statue of Liberty in New York 
Harbor. · 

Thus has come into the San FranciscO tra
dition an idea first oftlcially proposed by 
Congressman RICHARD. J. WELCH, when a 
supervisor here, and carried out by the engi
neering skill of Joseph Strauss .. 

The moral is that progress -should not be 
condemned; that even if something is tra
ditionally old, it may_ be changed. The 
change may bring a new tradition, more 
Valuable than the old. 

' . 
FOREIGN POLICY 

Mr. MATHEWS. Mr: Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for one-half minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of ·the gentleman from· New 
Jersey? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MATHEWS. Mr. Speaker, what 

. this country_ needs· is a foreign · policy 
which is less foreign and more policy. 

EXTENSION OP REMARKS 

Mr. REEVES asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an editorial. 

Mr . . SPRINGER asked arid was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and inch1de an editorial. 

Mr. LANE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an addreSs. 

Mr. BARTLETT asked and was· given 
. permission to extend his remarks in the 
REcORD and include an editorial 

· GREECE 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan
imous consent to address the Holl$e for 
1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER . . Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JAVITS. ·Mr. Speaker, let us not 

for one moment assume that the mere 
fact of passage of the Greek-Turkish 
atd bill asstires de:p1ocratic and consti
tutional government in Greece; we are 
forcibly reminded of this again in a news 
dispatch from Athens quoting former 
Premier Sophoulis, leader of the oppo
sition Liberal Party in the Chamber of 
Deputies and Greece's grand old man. 
He demands the end of the civil war in 
Greece and calls for new elections with 
the participation of the leftist parties 
now out of the Government, amnesty and 
social reforms for the poorer classes to 
seal up important sources of dissatisfac
tion. This, he says, will deprive Greece's 
northern Communist-dominated neigh
bors of any pretext of interference in 
Greece. It confirms what I saw in Greece 

myself ..only 5-months·ago. ObViously, not 
money alone but policy and management 
t-ogether with money will make our effort 
for democracy. in Greece successful. The 
constant watchfulness of the Congress 
and the people is now essential to see 
that we do our part effectively and well, 
for Greece 'will be to us and all the world 
a pattern of our success or failure· and 
democracy's success or failure in a posl
tion of world responsibility. 

STOCK MARKET PRICES 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to reVise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from illi
nois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 

two eminent gentlemen were exchanging 
remarks on the · :floor and giving statis
tics, the minority whip ·and the minority 
leader of the Rules COmmittee. Last 
week they did tpe same thing. One gen
tleman said the stock market had gone 
down 50 percent and the other gentle
man said that was modest, that it had 
gone down 75 percent since the election 
in November, when the Republicans 
made certain promises. Afterward, and 
off the record, I suggested the true facts 
to them, but they did not correct their 
remarks. I called their attention to the 
fact that the 50 leading · stocks of the 
Nation, according to the New York 
Times report, showed a 2 percent drop 
as of May 21, 194'1, the day preceding the 
time the remarks were made, and 90 
leading stocks-Standard-Poor Report
were 1 point higher on May 15, 194'1, 
than they were iri November 1946. I 
think correct figures ought to be given 
on the :floor of the House. Members 
should not make political footballs of 
matters which are so important to the 
people of the Nation. 

MASSPI~G 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker,in com

mon with some other Members of this 
body I read the papers. This morning I 
noticed that the press announced that 
the House conferees on the labor legisla
tion had agreed to strike out of the bill 
the provisions which ban the mass picket 
line and violence. I have no criticism of 
what anyone else does, bl,lt I w1II say this, 
that you cannot fool the people very 
much, and if we are not going to strike 
out the mass picket line, which prevents 
a m~n going to work, or a citizen buying 
merchandise, and if we are to refuse· to 
ban violence and rioting, people are go• 
lng to come back in November next year 
to the polls and it is just possible that a 
Congress will be elected which will write 
a reallal;>or law. 

Mr. HAI..iLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

'Mr. HOFFMAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. Here in the House we 
have been voting to do something about 
violence and mass picketing since 1940. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I think the gentle
man is mistaken. In 1936 some of us 
began tO vote against it, and most of 
the Republican Members of the House 
since 1938 have been voting against vio
lence and rioting by the massed picket 
line. The people are looking to the House 
for effective and adequate legislation. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Speaker, I make the point of order that a 
quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Obviously a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 
. A c·an of the House was ordered. 

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol
lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

[Roll No. 66] 
Allen, ru. G11ford Marcantonio 
Auchincloss Gillie Meade, Ky. 
Bakewell Gore :Merrow 
Bates, Ky. Grant, Ala. Mitchell 
Bell Grant, Ind. Morrison 
Bender Gwinn, N.Y. Nixon 
Bland Ball, Norrell 
Bloom Edwin Arthur Norton 
Boggs, La. Harless, Ariz. O'Hara 
Boykln Hartley Patterson 
Bradley Hebert Peterson 
Buckley Heffernan Pfeifer 
Byrne, N.Y. Hendricks Phillips, Tenn. 
Carroll Hess Ploeser 
Celler Hinshaw Poulson 
Clements Jenk:lns,.Ohlo Powell 
Combs Jenkins, Pa. Rabin 
Cox Jennings Redden . 
Cravens Jonkm.an Reed, Dl. 
Crawford Keefe Riley 
Crosser Kefauver Saba.th 
Curtis Kelley Sarbacher 
Davis, Tenn. Kilburn Scoblick 
Dawson, ID. King Scott, 
Dingell Lanham Hugh D., Jr . 
Domengeaux Larca.de Shafer 
Dondero Lemke Somers 
Durham Lynch Thomas, N.J. 
Elston McDonough Weichel 
Fisher McDowell West 
Flannagan Macy Wolcott 
Fuller Mansfield, Tex. Zimmerman 

The SPEAKER. On this roll call, 329 
Members have answered to their names, 
a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. KEOGH asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
REcoRD and include a citation received 
by Irving H. Sa.ypol. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
1n the RECORD and include an editorial. 

Mr. BUTLER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a letter in opposi
tion to the St. Lawrence seaway. 

Mr. O'HARA <at the request of Mr. 
JoNEs of Ohio> was given permission to 
extend his remarks in the RECORD in two 
instances, and to include in one edi
torials from five di.tferent . newspapers, 
and in the other remarks o~ .M:r. Ivan 
l;k>wen, of Minneapolis, Minn., at the 
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annual meeting of the National Associa
tion of Motor Bus Operators. 
· Mr. CANFIELD and Mr. MILLER of 
Nebraska asked and were given permis-. 
sion to extend their remarks in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. LODGE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECO.!tD and include a newspaper article. 

Mr. LEFEVRE asked and was given 
permission to extend his rema.rks in the 
RECORD and include a letter. . 

Mr. WOODRUFF asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a speech. 

Mr. JUDD asked and was given permis
sion to extend his ·remarks in the RECORD 
in two ·instances and include extraneous 
matter in each. . 

Mr. POTTS asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
REcoRD and include an editorial. 
· Mr. ANGELL asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include an article. 

PERMISSION TO EXTEND REMARKS 
AT THIS POINT 

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD and 
include an article. . 

The SPEAKER. ls there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Speaker, to those 

of us who deal with the hazards of 
blizzards and floods as part of the odds 
we take on our farms and on our ranges 
suclr a PiGture as is given of the tragic 
loss of sheep and cattle and of wheat 
suffered by the farmers of the United 
Kingdom should give us pause. Wholly 
unprepared for the heavy snows and 
devastated by the · consequent uncon
trollable floods, they face a very serious 
food situation. I am inserting herewith 
a clipping from the London Sunday Ex
press of March 30 that the farmers of 
this country and the city dwellers as 
well may have more understanding of the 
quality of courage of the British people. 
WHAT THE SNOWS AND FLOODS COST US: 1,370,000 

SHEEP, 30,000 CATTLE, 100,000 ACRES OF 
WHEAT 

· The National Farmers' Union, in what 1s 
probably the gravest statement on British 
agricult ure ever issued, said yesterday: 

"A situation unparalleled in the h istory of 
British agriculture has developed from the 
disastrous harvests of last autumn and the 
subsequent blizzards and floods. It threat
ens the rations and calls for a stupendous 
effort on the part of farmers and farm work
ers to meet the emergency. The financial 
losses, direct and indirect, on information so 
far available, are estimated to be about 
£20,000,000. 

"Reports indicate that some 1,370,000 sheep 
and lambs died in the snowdrifts, and further 
heavy casualties are expected (as a result of 
exposure) before the lambing season ends. 

"Many hill farmers have lost their all in 
the greatest food produc~ion tragedy this 
country has ever known. 
. "Thirty thousand head of store cattle have 
been lost in the snow or the floods or have 
had to be destroyed owing to the impossi
bility of getting fodder to them. 

"Losses of small livestock (calves, pigs, and 
poultry) may · well prove to amount to 
£500,000. In · large areas little . more than 
maintenance rations could be ted to dairy 

herds, and the milk output is known to ~ave · 
!.allen substantrany. · 

"Nearly 100,000 acres of winter wheat have. 
!}ad to be written off as a total'loss. . ·' 

"Upward of a hundred thousand tons of 
potatoes have been lost. to human consump-· 
tion. 

"To repair the ravages as quickly as possi
. ble and put the land into a condition to grow 
food for this year's harvests is a race against 
time. 

"All possible steps are being taken to clear 
the land of water, but without financial help 
many of the farmers who have lost-so much 
already will not be in a position to tackle 
their part of the job. 

"The National Farmers' Union, therefore, 
has decided to launch an appeal for . con
tributions to its agricultural disaster fund. 
The proceeds of this fund will be devoted to 
mitigating the crippling nature of tiie losses. 
· "The damage is so great that the agricul

tural industry alone cannot cover the whole 
of the cost. In consultation with the Gov
ernment a fully representative national com
mittee is being set up to administer the fund 
and a similar committee will be appointed 
for each county. 
· "The purpose..>of this fund is to mitigate, as 

far as possible, the effects of the weather 
catastrophe ori the food situation. The ap
peal does not cover the ordinary household 
and personal losses due to the floods, ,which 
are the province of the appeal issued by the 
Lord Mayor of London. The two appeals will 
not conflict. 

"The union adds that the urgency of the 
appeal cannot be overestimated. Everyone 
in any way connected with agriculture shquld 
send a donation as quickly as possible to the 
Agric').lltural Disast er Fund, National Farm
ers' Union, 45 Bedford Square, London, 
w. c. 1." 

Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD on 
the agricultural appropriation bill. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Maine? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. SMITH of Maine. Mr. Speaker, 

I have reviewed this bill and the accom
panying report and am particularly con
cerned regarding some of the recommen
dations that affect appropriations for our 
Federal activities in forest conservation. 
The conservation idea and the need for 
Federal leadership to advance it received 
its first great impetus in the Republican 
administration of Theodore Roosevelt. 
From time to time both parties have 
further implemented the movement but 
never to the extent warranted by its im
portance. 
_ We are now well into the adjustment 

period of the postwar era and are striv
ing desperately to build the foundations 
for a sound economy geared to new con
ditions. We are seeking to build up our 
national strength to meet new respon.
sibilities at. home and abroad. Natura!' 
resource$, which have always played such 
an important part in our industrial de
velopment, have been severely depleted 
by the war and also by peacetime years 
of wasteful exploitation. We have a tre
mendous job of rehabilitation to under
take in connection with forest resources. 
In view of this situation I question 
whether this is not the time to strengthen 
rather than weaken Federal leadership in 
conservation. 

In reducing appropriations to the 
United States Forest Service -by nearly 

$16,000,000 we ~re not striking at 
some temporary wartime activity for 
which a need no longer exists, but at the 
beart of the .conservation movement in 
the United States. It is difficult to un
derstand in what way the public interest
is served by withholding increased funds 
to administer sales of national forest 
timber at a time of unprecedented de
mand. What possible public interest is 
served by completely wiping out funds 
for the administration of wildlife re
sources on national forests? A large· 
segment of our people are fishermen and 
the building up of this form of recreation 
is inevitably a responsibility of land 
managing agencies. Are we to under
stand that this field is to be neglected or 
handled only incidentally by the largest 
single land managing agency in the 
United States? Similar questions could 
be asked regardil'lg other -appropriation 
actions in the bill as · they bear on the 
administration of our national forests. 

In my own region, we have millions of 
acres producing wood products at only a 
fraction· of t.he rate at. which they are 
capable of growing it. Our forest in
dustries and land owners are struggling 
with many problems incident to a shift 
from the wasteful liquidation policy of 
past years to one of conservation and 
management. We are seriously hamp
ered in our efforts .by lack of knowledge 
and information in this new philosophy 
of forest management. Our forests suf
fer not only from lack of good manage
ment practices but also from damages by 
insects and disease which good manage
ment could do much to control. The 
information and techniques required to 
put my region back on its feet as a 
leading forest products region stems 
from research. 

I am particularly concerned by the 
heavy reduction in funds for the forest 
survey. This basic inventory of forest 
resources is essential to the sound plan
ning of conservation program by both · 
Government and private agencies. In 
areas where it has been under way for 
some time industry has time and again 
consulted the results of this survey for 
guidance in the establishment of new 
enterprises and the development of 
·policies. 

We need this survey in the Northeast 
and I am concerned over any action that 
will present a hazard to the early pros
ecution of this work. 

We have a large number of small forest 
industries in our territory which need 
the guidance of research in forest prod
ucts. Our large industries have profited 
in the past by the re_sults of Federal 
research in forest products. A vital part 
of the conservation concept is the fuller 
use of what resources we have and a 
reduction in research along these lines 
is not consistent with sound economy. 

For these reasons I am concerned that 
the report on this bill recommends re
ductions in appropriations for vitally im
portant phases of research in forestry. 
This recommendation certainly is not in 
accord with the current recognition of 
the needs for an aggressive program of 
scientific research which has already 
been recognized by the Congress in other 
fields. 
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My vote · for this bill will· ·be with 
great reluctance. I am not satisfied that 
the effects of' reductions affecting forest 
conservation have been fully appraised 
and I question whether at this time we 
can afford to weaken Federal leadership 
in a movement of such significance to 
our national welfare. 

FILING OF SUPPLEMENTAL REPORT 

Mr. ROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent to file a supplemental re
port on the bill H. R. 673. 
, The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
'EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. PHILBIN asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks in the 
REcORD and include a recent article from 
the New York Times. 

DEPARTMENT OF APRICULTURE 
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1Q48 

Mr. DIRKSEN. · Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself · into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con
sideration of the b111 <H. R. 3601) making 
appropriations for the Department _ of 
Agriculture for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1948. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

Into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for-the further 
consideration of the bill <H. R. 3601> 
making appropriations for the Depart
ment of Agriculture for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1948, with Mr. HERTER 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, the economy of this 

country is anchored to agriculture. 
Only a casual glance into the economic 
history of agriculture will definitely re
veal that it sets and controls the pat
terns of the varied and sundry indus
tries of America. The agricultural re
sources of the United States are _second 
to that of no other section of the world. 
Agriculture is the very backbone of 
American industry and, more important 
at this particular time, to it the entire 
worl<llooks for food and clothing. It is 
an accepted fact that prospering agri
culture procreates a general prosperity. 
Conversely, a stagnant economy trails 
its failure. 

How do we account for this? It is due 
entirely to the fact that the millions 
upon millions of farm families spread 
out and across every county and State 
of these United States constitute the 
largest, most desirable and most imme
diate market for all American industry. 
It is a market which prevails the year 
around for all products of every kind 
and of every character, whether they be 
automobiles or trucks, hardware or 
household goods, petroleum products 
or electrical appliaoces-everything of 
every kind made by American industry 
and American labor. Strike down their 
prosperity and you ·strike down the pros
perity of more than 140,000,000 American 
people. This is an irrefutable fact. Time 
and time again it has happened. It can 

happen-again. And it will happen again 
if this agricultural appropriation bill, 
H. R. 3601, and others like it, are meted 
out to the hardest working group of 
people on the face of this planet-the 
American farmers. 

Why, Mr. Chairman, what have our 
farm people done to deserve the treat
ment which they are given by this leg
islation? Can we not recall that it has 
only been a few years since we stripped 
the farms of their young men and sent 
them away to fight the battles for free
dom. The farms were left in the hands 
of their fathers and mothers who pro
duced the food and ftbdr necessary to 
win a great war. Many of them were 
aged. Many were physically unable to 
toil the long hours essential to the 
planting, cultivation, and harvesting of 
crops. Farm work is hard work. But 
they did the job. And they did it with 
a shortage of labor, a shortage of fer
tilizer, a shortage of machinery, a short
age of everything but a courage and a 
will to back their sons who had gone 
away to war, many of whom never re
turned. Never before in the annals of 
American agriculture has there been 
such an abundance of production
enough to feed and clothe the entire 
world. For the· farm folk there were no 
strikes, no shut-downs, no sit-downs, 
nothing but work; work, work. And, as 
they were going about this great 
achievement they were fast depleting 
and bleeding white the fertility of their 
soil. By good practices under the skill
ful supervision of the Soil Conservation 
Service, this fertility can be restored. 
Cripple the program, as this bill will do, 
and you turn your back on the great 
sacrifice which the farm people of this 
country made to win a great war. 

It has not been so many years, Mr. 
Chairman, since you could purchase 
with one $20 bill almost all the corn or 
wheat or cotton one man could produce 
in a year's crop. And when that situa
tion plagued the American farmer, like 
the cancer it is, it' ate away the stability 
of every other segment of American in• 
dustry. They were left with a short 
market. Ordinarily you would think 
that we had learned our lesson, that we 
had become wiser and would profit from 
our ignorance and mistakes of the past. 
But apparently that is not the case, at 
least with many in our midst, for here 
today we have the majority party, the 
Republican Party, now most favored by 
our farm people, sabotaging the Depart
ment of Agriculture and driving agri
cultural industry back to· those bleak, 
dark days of the early thirties. 

I ask you again, why this treatment 
for our farm folk? What have they 
done to merit such? Have they not met 
all production goals set by the Depart
ment of Agriculture? Beyond the 
South, last year, possibly in a forgetful 
moment-and for this we forgive them
did they not vote overwhelmingly Re
publican? Sure they did. Then why is 
the Republican Party meting out to them 
such treatment as is proposed . in this 
bill? There could be but one reason and 
that, Mr. Chairman, is to smooth the way 
for the Knutson tax-relief bill-the bill 
which evidences 'the great love and af
fection which the Republican Party har-

bors for those who are so .. unfortunate" 
as to have incomes of "only" $300,000 
or more per annum. Its love for this 
group is a fact which everyone so well 
knows but so often forgets. 

REPUBLICANS PRAISE THE AGRICULTURAL 
PROGRAMS 

For soil conservation, rural electri
fication, tenant purchase, agricultural 
research, school lunch, and other agri
cultural programs tne Republicans have 
heretofore had but the highest praise. 
Also their support. But on the other 
hand they have promised that $300,000-
a-year man that they were going to re
duce his taxes whereby his take-home 
income would be increased more than 
$40,000 per year over that at present. 
And these "unfortunate" people have put 
the squeeze on our Republican friends 
to fulfill that promise. In order to carry 
it out they are going to kick the slats 
out of the Department of Agriculture 
and the American farmer. Well, they 
may do it but they will rue the day when 
they do. 

Why, Mr. Chairman, I have heard 
Member after Member on the Repub
lican side bemoan the American dollars 
which the so-called New Deal admin
istration was pouring into Europe for 
relief. And simultaneously they have 
bemoaned the fact that. we do so little 
for our own people. On this proposition 
I noticed an interesting contrast which 
appeared on the front page of a local 
daily newspaper under date of May 22. 
In one column I found the headline~ 
"Agriculture budget cut 38 percent, House 
subcommittee lops off four hundred mil
lions," and lo and behold, in another 
column appeared the headline, "House 
votes three hundred and fifty millions 
foreign relief." The relief bill passed 
the House 288 to 86. The dissenting 
votes are only about ·one-third the vot
ing strength of the Republicans in the 
House, and by no means ·were all of those 
86 dissenters Republicans. Now I am 
not going to quarrel with those who feel 
that America, two long years after the 
war and after two full crops have been 
m,ade in Europe, should continue to feed 
and clothe the people of Europe. I do 
not agree with you, and I voted accord
ingly. But I do say that you should 
not make the American farmer pay the 
entire bill. It is not just and it is not fair. 

We all recognize the interest which 
every American has in maintaining the 
fertility of our soil, our greatest natural 
resource. Most of our people own no 
farm land but upon the land and its pro
ductivity are each and all of us dependent 
for our food and clothing. We were 
late in awakening to the fact that our 
soils were being fast depleted through 
erosion, bad farming practices, and so 
forth. But we did realize the serious
ness of the situation in time to about-face 
and in time to safeguard the fertility 
of our soils for ourselves and fo~ gen
erations yet unborn. This was accom
plished through the soil-conservation 
program, which, as everyone knows, pro
poses from year to year certain sound .., -
farm practices for which the Govern
ment, as an incentive, pays about one
third of the cost through the AAA. The 
soil being our greatest natural resource 
and it being essential that it be preserved 
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for posterity, I think it good business for you will support the amendment to be 
the Government to offer the incentive • offered to restore the $3,500,000 cut in 
payments. the appropriation. 

COMMITMENT FOR 1947 AAA PAYMENTS 

Last year the Congress wrote into the 
agricultural appropriation bill language 
whereby there could be no misunder
standing as to what amount the Gov
ernment would expend in the program. 
It was made crystal clear that the 
amount would be $300,000,000 for AAA 
payments and administrative costs. 
Agricultural agents of this Government 
cut the 1947 program to fit the pattern 
and told the American farmer what the 
Congress had agreed to do by contract
signed, sealed, and delivered. Now here 
at this eleventh hour, the Republican
controlled Appropriations Committee 
bi·iags to the :floor of this House a bill 
which would, in face of that solemn 
agreement, reduce the Government's 
participation to $165,000,000. The cut 
amounts to approximately one-third of 
the European relief bill they passed last 
v.eek. So, the American farmer is not 
only going to be called upon to put up 
some of the food for this relief but also 
to pay one-third of the bill with the AAA 
payments which we pledged to him last 
year. I, for one, will not break faith with 
our farm people and will certainly vote 
for the amendment to restore the full 
appropriation. 

AGP..ICULTU.RAL RESEAR9H 

Mr. Chairman, I am astounded and 
surprised that my R2publican friends 
would cut the appropriation one dime 
below the budget estimate for agricul
tural research. I happen to be a mem
ber of the Committee on Agriculture 
which wrote and presented to the 
Seventy-ninth Congress the agricultural 
research bill-the Hope-Flannagan Act, 
so named in honor of the distinguished 
gentleman and the present chairman of 
my great committee, the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. HoPE] and my distinguished 
friend and former chairman, the gentle
man from Virginia [Mr. FLANNAGAN]. 
There was no politics in the writing and 
passage of that bill. It had the unani
mous support of our committee, of the 
Congress and President Truman. 

Every segment of American industry 
is carrying on extensive research except 
agriculture, which is far behind. For 
year after. year prior to the war, we were 
producing great surpluses of agricultural 
products. For the potential surpluses, 
new uses must be found, and this par
ticularly applies to cotton. I do not know 
as much abo-ut the problem in your sec
tion as I do in mine, but I am sure that 
yours is no different from mine. In the 
South we are making rapid strides in 
crop rotation and industrial develop
ment. But, irrespective of the latter, the 
South is naturally an agricultural coun
try and better adapted to the growing 
of cotton than any other crop. It is a 
great· crop. It has many uses. But for 
it, other uses can and must be found. 
In the research bill we have placed our 
hope. Adequate appropriations to carry 
on the work could mean for us the dif
ference between prosperity or bank
ruptcy. The amount sought-only 

·$9,500,000-is infi-nitesimal compared 
with the national budget. And I hope 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION 

Mr. Chairman, the greatest service this 
Government rendered the man on the 
farm was bringing electricity-lights and 
power-to his home. Through the Rural 
Electrification Administration many have 
been afforded the comforts of power, but 
on th~ whole we have only scratched the 
surface. I want to see every farm home 
in this count ry electrified. And I thought 
that the R8publican members of the 
Agricultural Appropriations Subcommit
tee shared a similar feeling. Evidently 
I am mistaken, for they have cut the 
budget request for rural-electrification 
loans by more than $25,000,000 and re
duced the administrative funds by 28% 
percent. I am reiiably informed that 
this will seriously slow down the work in 
REA, create bottlenecks in the considera
tion of applications, and mean that 25-
percent fewer farm people can receive 
electricity in 1948 than if these cuts were 
restored, and this is a conservative figure. 
It has been well said that REA wiil not 
use any more money than it needs, so why 
should not the Congress give it an ade
quate loan authorization? I want to see 
electricity wired into every· farm home in 
my district, as well as yours; and I would 
like to see it get there before some of . 
our people get teo old to use it. They 
have waited a long, long time. So, please 
gentlemen, let us all join together in 
making an adequate appropriation for 
ru!·al electrification. The money appro
priated will be paid back to the Govern
ment with interest, and the farms elec
trified will be increased in value. REA 
pays its way; it is self-sustaining and 
self-liquidating. Let us not hamper or 
hamstring the activity of the Rural Elec
trificathm Administration in its effort 
and activity toward electrifying every 
farm home in America. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 

I also deplore the complete elimina
tion of the farm tenant purchase pro
gram of the Farmers Home Administra
tion. In this program hundreds and 
thousands of our veterans are looking to 
the opportunity of home and farm own
ership. And unless you restore these 
funds then they will have no other real 
source to which they may resort for this 
assistance. The Farmers Home Admin
istration has helped many of our people 
become home owners and substantial 
citizens. It is sheer nonsense to cut the 
throat of the program in the name· of 
economy when it is good economy to offer 
reasonable assistance to be repaid to 
those who are earnestly striving toward 
a substantial position in life. 

There are other false economies in this 
bill. Many of them. Many have. been 
developed by previous speakers. Others 
will be developed by those to follow. I 
hope you will join with us in eliminating 
the many wrongs done the American 
farmer. 

FOR ECONOMY 

I want to say now and have it definitely 
understood that you Republicans have 
no monopoly on economy. The record 
since the war discloses many reductions 
and rescissions of appropriations by a 

Democratic Congress. I have-in many 
instances voted for reductions and I shall 
vote for others but I refuse to cut the 
heart out · of the appropriation bill for 
the Department of Agriculture. This is 
not economy. It is sabotage. 

I favor the elimination of duplication. 
I favor the elimination of overlapping 
agencies. I favor dismissal of its many 
unnecessary high-paid executives, super
visors, and administrators. These things 
the bill will not accomplish. On the 
contrary, judging by previous actions of 
other department~, these high executives 
will be retained and the lay-offs made 
at the local level. There is nothing seri
ously wrong .with the agricultural pro
grams. The trouble is that these high 
executives make the cost unnecessarily 
high. Economy should be practiced at 
the high level, and I favor such. But in 
this bill we find our Republican friends 
sabotaging the programs instead of re
ducing the cost. This is, indeed, poor 
economy. 

CONCLUSION 

When we look back upon the early 
thirties we recall 38-cent wheat, 32-cent 
corn, 16-cent oats, 3-cent hogs, 4-cent 
beef, and 6-cent cotton. It makes me 
shudder to think of it. Since then, under 
a goo.d farm program, we have come a 
long way. Our farm people are fairly 
prosperous again. They offer a market 
now for hundreds of thousands of auto
mobiles and trucks, for 200,000 tractors 
a year, for more than $400,000,000 worth 
of household goods, building materials of 
more than a billion dollars' worth, and 
so on and on and on. They are not the 
same people that you knew 15 years ago. 
They are prosperous, content, and happy. 
So are all of us. But legislation of this 
character will drive them back to a de
pression economy and the rest of Amer
ica will go back . with them. Let us not 
act too hurriedly, else we turn back to 
the dark days of years gone by. 

l\1r. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to announce that on yesterday when the 
Committee rose the :first paragraph of 
the bill had been read, and the reading 
of the bill will be resumed with the sec
ond paragraph. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last two words. 

The pending agricultural appropria
tions bill represents a betrayal of the 
American farmer by the Republican ma
jority in the House of Representatives. 
Democratic members of the Appropria
tions Committee did what they could to 
prevent this ill-considered measure from 
coming to the floor. Last Friday, when 
the full Committee on Appropriations 
met to give final consideration to the 
measure, we demanded and secured 12 
roll-call votes in committee in an effort 
to stop the steam roller of the majority. 
but to no a vail. They had the votes. Let 
it be said for the record, that when the 
roll call was taken on reporting the bill 
every Democrat on the committee, with 
possibly one exception, voted against the 
bill. 

During my brief service in the House 
.of Representatives I had never seen that 
happen before. It would not have hap
, pened had there not been something 
drastically wrong with the' bill, Why is 
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this bill so unattractiVe, so unacceptable 
to the friends of agriculture? Why do I 
say that it ·is a slap in the face for the 
American farmer? Is it because the bill 
provides certain-economi~s? No. Demo
crats favor economies in administration 
and other savings wherever they can 
safely be made. There are numer()us 
economies in the bill which I favor and 
stand ready to defend. But here are 
some of the reasons why the bill is -so 
Intolerable. . Some of these facts should 
be made crystal clear in the outset of this 
debate today. 

AGJUCULTUBAL RESEAllCH 

Last year Congress passed the Agri
cultural Research and Marketing Act. 
which was hailed by friends of agri
culture as perhaps the most important 
forward step in agriculture within a gen
eration. The President asked for tne 
coming year the sum of $19,000,000 to 
carry out the purposes of this legislation. 
What happened? The bill before us pro
vides the wholly inadequate sum of 
$6,000,000 for this purpose. . 

I am a member of the War Department 
SUbcommittee, which on tomorrow will 
report out· the annual Military Establish
ment•s bill, requiring something uver 
$5,000,000,000. In that bill more than 
$200,000,000 will be requested for research 
and development. We are providing thiS 
year in the ·Navy for a research :and d,e
velopment program which will cost $3~-
000,000. Yes; we are being asked to pro
vide $250,000,000 for atomic research. but 
this pending bill ·.aenies the relatively 
small amount requested for research un
der the · Hope-Plannagan Act ior . the 
basic tndustry of America, and I, for one, 
will not support such a short-sighted and 
indefensible -policy. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the g-entleman yield? 

Mr. MAHON. I yield. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. I happened to be 

a member of the committee which re
ported the bill to which the gentleman 
has referred, which was named in honol' 
'Of our distinguished chainnan, the gen
tleman from Kansas · rMr. HOP'Zl, and 
'OUr former distinguished chairman, the 
gentleman from Virginia tMr. FLAM
!fAGANl. ·Is it not a fact that every Mem
ber of the House voted f()r the bill when 
It passed last year? 

Mr. MAHON. l think. the gentleman 
is correct In his statement. · 

SECTION S 2 

This bill does great violence to the 
-cause ot agriculture in repudiating the 
section 32 provision of the Agricultural 
Adjustment Act. Section 32 provides 
that 30 percent of tariff receipts may be 
used to dispose of agricultural surpluses 
and otherwise promote the cause of agri
culture. After all, the tariff protects 1n
dustry and· makes it necessary for the 
farmer to pay a h'igher price for many 'Of 
the things required on the farm and why 
should not a portion of the tariff receiPts 
be used in the interest of the farmer. 
Section 32 is one of the mo:..t effective 
provisions for · agriculture ever written 
into law-past achievements prove that 
point-and the provision in this bill 
which nullifies that law is a step toward 
a prostrate and bankrupt agriculture. 

That Is another reason why I join with 
others in crying out against this measure 
now before us. ' 

UA PAYKEN'rS 

The bill '!.lrovid~s $164,000,000 f<tr ·the 
so-called AAA soil.:conservatitm pay
ments instead of the $300;ooo.ooo re
quested by the President. If the $300.-
000,000 is not provided .. the farmer will 
be shamefully betrayed. That is true 
because Congress wm have br-oken the 
pledged word of the Government to the 
American farmer, and in my book a 
breach of iaith cannot be defended in 
the name of economy or any other na.me. 

It is not a question of wh-ether the AAA 
pl'Ogi'Rm is good or bad. Many Members 
of Congress and many dirt farmers differ 
as to the merits of the program. It can 
be agreed that the AAA program is far 
from perfect. But my point 1s that when 
the farmer began his 1947 crop he had a 
right to believe that the -$300,000,000 pro
gram would be carried out-. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, I -ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
'Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MAHON. If we consult the CON.

GREsSIONAL RECOlU) containing the pro~ 
ceedings of the House of Representatives 
on March 8, 1946, we read where the 
House pledged itself to carry nut the 
$300.000.000 program. If we consult the 
President•s budget message. which was 
made public in January, the beginning o'f 
the c.rop year, we find the President 
makes reference to "the $300,000,1)00 :pro
gram to which we are committed for the 
crop year 194:7." 

Mr. Chairman, the full amount prom
J.sed for the AAA program .should be pro
vided. The question .Is not an Involved 
problem of policy, .but a simple question 
of good faith. 

SOJL CONSERV ATIOlf SERVJCB 

'lbe biU provides a reduction -of 
$6,000,000 in funds requested by the 
President to carry out the soil-conserva
tion pr()gl'aDl. This will have a crippling 
effect on the programs of soil-conserva
tion districts throughout the Nation. I 
trust the House w:tn restore these 'funds 
and thereby· contribute to the success of 
one -of the important forward movements 
in the field ·of agriculture. 

SCROOL-L~ 'PROGRAM 

. The school-lunch program is cr.i,ppled 
by the bill-cut . approximately: in half. 
There are differences of opinion as to 
the merits of this program. I p~.son
ally feel that the progxam has great pos
sibilities and that it should be continued, 
with the local comniunities and States 
assuming an increasing. responSibility for 
the -sucOe.ss of the a-etivity. , 

.FA&IIl'EHAM' PURCHASE P.ltOGitAM 

The bill before us completely repudi
ates the program which we started some 
time ago t~ malt.e home owners out of 
·farm tenants, the· fann tenant purchase 
program. There is not a dime in the bill 
for it. Land prices are high; it Is a -perU-

ous thing ro go into the purchase of farm 
land but certainly it was unwise for the 
committee completelY to strike from the 
bill any funds .for carrying on that pro
gram. I stand with those who believe 
that a sound American agricultural econ
omy demands farm -ownership and I am 
not willing to stop that program. I Shall 
support an amendment to continue the 
farm ~tenant purchase program. 

ltlmU. :&:'LBC'DUFICA'TION 

As to the REA program I should like 
to say this: The cut in administrative ex
penses is too deep and will have a tend
ency to hamper the successful handling 
of the program. Earlier in the year 
threats were made to the effect that the 
President's request for $225,000,000 in 
loan funds to local REA cooperatiVes 
would be slashed. Fortunately, we have 
been able to prevent that being done. 
Yet the bifi should be -amended to provide 
an additional $25,{)00,000 in REA loans 
to meet the original requirement which 
is diminished by ~n of the transfer 
of REA financing from the RFC to the 
Treasury Department. 

Mr. Chairman. in the time at my dis
posal there is no opportunity far me to 
discuss aU the aspects of the bill in whieh 
I am inrerested and I must conclude. 
Again I protest the ill-considered and 
unwise provisions In this measure. and 
urge that it be modified along the lines 
suggested. It is imperative that the 
friends of agriculture eoop_erate together 
tn keeping faith with the agricultural 
produeers of the Nation. A sound and 
prosperous agriculture is essential to the 
Nation"s well-being. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 

Mr. McGARVEY. Mr. Chairman, 1 
move to strike out the last wonl. 

Mr. Chairman, on Thursday and Fri
day of last week. the distinguished gen
tleman from IDino1s fMr. SABATHJ at:. 
tacked the Qperations of the New York 
stock Exchang~, and announced that he 
was about to introduce two bills which 
would disoourage the short selling which 
he elaims ha:s taken place recently: I 
regret thll.t l was not en the floor of the 
House .at the time to answer the gentle
man. Having been a stock broker for 
3{) years, I feel confident that I,~ qual
ified to defend the $took exeaange and 
its operations. 
· I ·would like oo ask the gentleman from 

Illinois [Mr. SABA"l'H], -as did the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. RICH], on 
Thursday, ••Where is your Securities and 
Exchange Commission that has been es
tablished to see that these things do not 
happen?" 

The gentleman from DlinOis £Mr. 
SABATH] boasts that it was through his 
efforts that the SEC was established. 
Does he now repudiate the Commission 
which, be asserts, was brought into being 
by his valtant crusade? · 

The gentleman belongs, I am afraid 
to say to that New Deal school of 
thought which believes in getting the 
Pederal Government into every possible 
phase of American life. He dnes not 
seem to realize that the people are fed 
!,lP with the Government controls and 
regulations with which we have been 
hampeted during the pas~ 13 years. I, 
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myself, was amazed at the number of 
people who called me when I was in PhU
adelphia over the week-end, to protest 
Mr. SABATH's savage and unwarranted 
attack. 
· The gentleman will not get far with 
his bill to provide revenue from the short 
sales of shares of stock, grains, cotton, 
or other allied commodities, or his bill 
to prohibit communication of false in
formation with respect to securities in 
certain cases. Not only is there no need 
for them or for the asinine remarks 
which accompanied their presentation 
on the floor of the House, but · public 
opinion is against him. 

Mr. Chairman, to prove my point I 
include an editorial which appeared in 
the Philadelppia Inquirer on Saturday, 
May 24, 1947. I should al:so like to in
sert in the RECORD a dispatch which 
was transmitted over the Dow-Jones 
news ticker relative to the gentleman's 
speech on stock market manipulations. 
(From the Philadelphia :rnquirer of May 

24:, 1947] 
SHOULD PUT UP OR SHUT UP 

There is no excuse for Representative 
ADOLPH J. SABl\TH's !Savage attack on current 
New York Stock Exehan_ge operations, which 
he has seen fit to describe as "outrageous, 
crooked dealings." 

Wall Street has long been a favorite target 
of empty-headed politicians when they have 
run out of other topics, but Mr. SABATH'S 
comprehensive denunciation is too vicious to 
be dismissed as run-of-the-mill political 
ora·.;ory. His statements and predictions are 
the kind that no one should be allowed to 
get away with. 

When he says, "If we don't stop the short 
selling and gambling on the New York Stock 
Exchange we'll have disaster in this coun
try," and that he is "fearful that the same 
thing that took place in 1929 to 1932 will take 
placa again unless we put a stop to it," he is 
going off the deep end. 

Emil Schram, president of the New York 
Stock Exchange, has made the only possible 
retort in demanding that SABATH either pre
sent proof of crooked dealings or withdraw 
his charges. Prices on the exchange are es
tablished through open transactions. The 
market is regulated by a Government agency, 
the Securities and Exchange Commission, 
which also make the rules to regulate short
selling. 

If the Congressman has any justifiable 
complaints he should make them to the SEC 
and not engage in wild, reckless and com
pletely unsupported ·statements that can only 
do severe damage to a legitimate institution 
and legitimate dealings in securities. He 
should put up or shut up. 

(From Dow-Jones news ticker] 
STOCK llotARltET 

NEW Yoax.-Representative SABATH, Demo
crat, illinois, yesterday charged that dishon
est manipulation ha$ caused the recent stock 
market decline. 

The stock exchange quickly denied the 
accusation and demanded proof. 

Emil Schram, the Exchange's president, in 
a wire to Representative SABATH, invited him 
to present factual proof of manipulative 
activities on the exchange. 

He added, "If you do not have any factual 
Information, I think that you should in all 
decency withdraw what you have said. 
Reckless statements of the character you 
have just put out are damaging to our public 
institutions." . 

Representatl_ve SABATH, in a statement on 
the House floor, attacked short selling and 
said he would introduce today a b111 which 
wm impose a tax o! 6 percent on abort 

selling. He also said such aa.les should be 
abolished. 

In answer to this, Mr. Schram's telegram 
declared that, "Short selling is strictly regu
lated under our rules and those of the Secu
rities and Exchange Commission. Copies of 
these regulations are available to you. 

"Credit regulations are in the hands of 
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re
serve System. You can, of course, address 
your complaints on that score to that.agency. 
We feel here that one of the causes of recent 
weakness in our market is the diEcriminatory 
restraint upon loans to millions of people 
who own securities listed on the national 
registered exchanges." 

In Philadelphia, the Securities and Ex
change Commission said lt had received 
complaint on short selling frQm Representa
tive SAEATH. It added that it would anEwer 
the letter but had no further comment to 
make. 

I t was recalled that Representative 
SABATH had sent a somewhat similar letter 
to the Commission following the break in the 
market on September 3 last. A spokesman 
said the Commission is constantly watching 
the market and is always on the alert for 
indications of manipulation. 

The Commission has not sent out any 
general questionnaires on stock-market 
trading since the one which was issued fol
lowing the break on September 3. 

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGARVEY. I yield to the gen
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. OWENS. I recall the gentleman 
from Massachusetts broke in to say that 
stock on the stock exchange had dropped 
75 percent from last November. I have 
checked it and I think the gentleman 
will agree with me when I say that 50 
leading stocks have dropped 2 points and 
90 stocks have risen 1 point during that 
same time. 

Mr. McGARVEY. I thank the gen
tleman for his contribution. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend
ment and ask unanimous consent to 
speak out of order for 5 minutes, as the 
gentleman did, because I think I know 
a little something about the laws that are 
administered by the SEC. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, as far 

as the gentleman from Dlinois [Mr. 
SABATH] is concerned, he can defend 
himself; but I remember in the late 
twenties and in the early thirties- the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SABATH] 
was one of the first men in this House or 
in the country to call attention to what 
was going on in the great · stock ex
chang·es of the United States. I think I 
have a right to speak about this matter 
because I happen to be the author of the 
three measures that are now adminis
tered by the Securities and Exch~ge 
Commission-the Securities Act of 1933, 
the Stock Exchange Act of 1934, and the 
Utilities Holding Company Act of 1935. 

A department of the Government made 
the statement that from 1922 to 1932 
there had been issued and offered to the 
public in the United States about fifty 
billion in securities and that their judg
ment was twenty-five billion of them 
were not worth the paper upon which 

. they were written; yet, -some of these 
people who had been issuing these kind of 

securities came -down here and said that 
we were going to stop the issuance of 
securities. We passed a bill and every 
decent dealer of securities in the United 
States felt like his stable was clean and 
that h~ could, therefore, put his securi
ties on the market. 

They also came down and said that the 
stock exchange regulation bill would 
close all the exchanges in the country. 
One president of the New York Stock 
Exchange since that bill was passed said 
he would not be chairman of the New 
York Stock Exchange, or president, or 
whatever you want to call it, unless that 
bill was upon the statute books. And it 
went along until the Holding Company 
Act of 1935. We were going to put all the 
private utility companies in the United 
_States out of business, and today there 
is not a decent operating utility in the 
countr~' that is not glad to have these 
giant holding companies taken off its 
back so that it can operate at a decent 
rate to the public and pay its stock
holders. 

How did these giant holding com
panies make their · money? There are 
only two ways on earth that one of 
these giant holding companies can make 
money. One is by the manipUlation of 
stocks, to which it lends itself perfectly, 
and the other is by milking the operat
ing companies at the bottom, because the 
operating companies are the only ories 
in the whole set-up that can mak~ money. 
So, it matters not what the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania says about operating 
on the New York Stock Exchange. I 
have been operating with them, not on 
them, for 10 or 12· years, and I say to 
you that even though we have the Secu
rities and Exchange Commission with 
power and authority to look into these 
things, that somebody has got to be on 
the watchtower in a time like this, or we 
may sink back once more into the same 
condition that brought about the debacle 
of 1929. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, in the 
interest of expedition, I think we ought 
to read the next paragraph. We have 
had two speeches out of order now, and 
I will be constrained to object to other 
similar requests. 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I would · 
like to have 5 minutes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Will not · the gentle
men let the next paragraph be read? 

Mr. RANKIN. They took 10 or 15 
minutes talking about the stock ex
change. Now, the most grievous error in 
this bill has not been mentioned. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. A strict construction 
of the rule would indicate that all argu
ment on the pro forma amendment has 
beetl exhausted. 

The CHAIRMAN. Has the gentleman 
made a motion? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. No, Mr. Chairman; 
just a suggestion that we read the next 

· paragraph. 
Mr. RANKIN. That is not the rule 

of the House, I will say to the gentleman 
from Dlinois. On pro forma amend
ments, the debate has not been ex
hausted. I have been trying to get 
recognition here for 10 or 15 minutes, 
and I have seen the floor taken in speak-

, ing about stock exchanges pro and con. 
I would like to talk about a matter that 
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ldleds the farmeT"S ot t;b1s Na.tifln.. I 
move to sirike ouJ; the last WGrd. Jlr. 
Cbairman. 

Mr. C!tJaimum 1 ba-re taken this time 
to talk about wbat SEelll& to be tbe f.oi
eotten man, the Amerian fanner. The 
greatest programs that have, e¥er been 
in.ttiiUted for the benefti; at the Ameri
can D.lmetls are soil co:nserw.ti.0111 aDd 
mral e!ec:t.lifica.tion.. 1 want to talk to 
you for a JDOJnent about rmal eiedriftca
tion, for which I have been b&Wmc tor 
tbe last 15 Jf!&l'S.. 

T:bis bill mts down tbe tti:.Ommenda
tiaa of tbe Bureau of lbe ltu.dget,. even 
though the :recommendation of the Bu
reau fli tile. Budge\, itself is far be:Iow 
wh.U ts nec:es.saiJ \o ca.rry on ~ e:loo
b'ificatiml program iet.r ihe next Dsu.l 
year. 

Now, remember,. we a.It: siill: bebind, 
far hebind, e~ Japan in nmtl el.ecm.
ftcation. Wbile tbe-y nave 9Q pacmt of 
lhell fums eleetzified and while Ge.r
~ bas Qi PK~nt of hei w:rns eleco
mil..ed aDd whne ~ ana France nave 
~ percent or their wms elildtl:i.il.e.d,. we 
ba;~e ooJ;y a.liW.e IDGie ihan ~·tt pe-nent 

· of. our :fa~ eledlified. 
Tbe farmers oi \his Natf.on, ia almQst 

· e-~ Siaie a&: the Uniou.., are appealing 
&nd: ~g ior iund.s. to build IUial 
power lines. Eteey dollla.r cl this money 
oomes be.tk wifu mti:e:lresi 'ihe. Gov&n
ment does. not lose: a. dime:. 

Besi.des;. ii. invariaiH;r douhles the. -wlue 
.of e.ve:~:y ia:rm it. touches, m' pro-Viding 
conveniences, relieving d'rllidge-.ry .. pre
serving foods,. :p~OIDILOiing be:alfu, and in
spiring hope.. It :ts the greatest program 
ever ins.tiblted i.CK the benent Gf fue rw:al 
}le()ple: of this Naiioo.. :i want. t:o call 
your &Ueni.ian to Ute t:a.ct a,gajD tilat.t 
Ulei'e yas a lalger pe;r~.n.iag~ of Ameri
can farm bOys woo went mt-'l fui& war 
t:han there waf; aD! other class· oi p.e.nple 
m the Ub.iied: St:a.tes. Now \bey ha.~ 
e.om.e ba£k and ue 'Uildten.akmg to mak.e 
a living'- 'Ulllda aufil:se. coo.diiiuom.s, when 
the farmer ~s more fOl" wha.i, ~ buys, 
auordmg to the. pric~ he gf;ts, fQ.i what 
he sells, ili.an he has. p.Ioloabty m. au the 
history of this oow1tr:w~ 
· ':rhis is not giving~ iamret ~thing. 
We Sl.l:e me:rte-ly m.:aki.lng it. :pQssible ior 
him to help himself... 

You. pr~ide hen fm oo1iy $2.25,QOO,QOO 
for fue: nat: fis£.al year~ On the l.st day 
of Jul;i., the: very ~ of UJ.e, hegb.lning of 
the new fiscal year, there will he $2.'ZQ. -
O&Q~QQQ m. ~iQ.ns beiMe. the :R-ural · 
Ele£.t.iifi£aiian Admfu:i.siraticn, an.d \hey 
.are :pouting in. a.t ~ Iat.e €l.f $36MlQQ,(l().(l 
a mAm.tb.. Aie w.e. g,omg to PQur Q.Ut 
m.0Il.ey to :feed every la:cyt lout UQin Te-lcyo 
to "17mmukbl at th2. e-x.pense oi tll..ese 
farme-n. and ihm ~them the hen.efi.ts 
of rw:ai ele.ctlifi£ation2 Do. yQ.u think 
yo.lol are gQ.Uag tAl> &e:t. inte].Ij,geut fa.Imers 
in. yQUI disU:ict tQ ma-ve: out o:ato, the 
farm. o.r to. s.iay on the farm. and din the 
,hard. wmk ne£essa.I~ ta. p~:oduce tile ma,. 
teriah t& feed and clothe the Nation. un
less · ynu. a.t least p.111i. them. oo a. parity 
with Ule rw:me.rs. Q! Japan, Ge.rma.ns, 
Fian.ce,. and llali by givimg, them the 
henetit.s of eiectdc po'\lrert 

. Da you think lfQ,U:. are going t.o get the 
fa.Im wam~ wlla ue ~hq;\i'illg dawn 

' a,~ the w~~:iO.W:~cts .. ~qf:ng 

the most. IRudemcmre wadt tilat _,, 
woman eftl' did',. to ~ em. tbe farm 
when tl:le7 ue. denied eftD tile: oppor
~ to .nm an eled.tic wa,sbing :ma
dline ar tG· operate .an eled:ric fan. to 

. sqr TJf!thing ot the liclUs.. water PlllllP·, 
re.lligerator. and other necess:uy ap
pliane.es! If you do, JOU ue· ba.d.Il' mis:
iaken.. Do not mismrdasbmd it., 

That Is not the program JtJU were 
elected on last November. I mid JOU 
them. it; was no\ a Republican vic::W'Y, 
but jUst a d.elominc ot the De:m.oaatie 
Pa$. 

Tbe Ame.Dcan people are expecting m 
to :represent them., bat Y'lU Jl!a~e gune 
on aumd ~d i:he people of the SOuth 
and the Wai: with tbe most damnable 
ocr d•riminatol]' frelgbt; rates the 
world ewr saw., You an. shlp, goods 
from New Yfl~ to San~ cheaper 
than you can put them oft m Kansas, 
Iowa, or Nebraska, and' vice' YerSa.. De
came the Interstate 'Commerce Com
llli.mon uP until mow .. at least. bas been 
in the grip of the transconiin.e:nbilxail
:ioads, and big interests in certain sec
ticns ot the C'OW'l gy _ Do l'OU tbink: yw 
are gomg t.CJ continue tbat' program and. 
go &m and fool the Ameriean farmer 
mtn sending you back tO' Congr~? 

At the proper time I propose ta o1fe£ 
a.n. a.mendm..ent· · nc4 an!y tn :restore tbe 
wi, but, m ll£GVide the funds. n~ 
to meet the da'n&nm im: IUia.l. e.I.e£idii
cation in every State in ibis: 'Union ior 
the next: :ftscal year. 

Mr. DJRKSEN. Mr~ Chairman, I mm1e 
tfutt a1l. debate on thi:s parngrapb and 

·all amendments thereta close m 5 
minu.tes. 

'D:ke motion was agreed ta 
The CH.AlBMAN_ 'l'he Chair ree:og

nizes: the gentleman from WrscoDSin [L\Ir. 
M'DIRRAYJI. 

Mr. MURRAY 0t Wfseonsin. Mr. 
C'l:tairma.n. r do not know. ex.aet?y haw 
much the New York. Stack Excbange has 
gOlll~ up) m dO<wn, but I dQ. kna.w about 
$2 has gone off ihe. pric-e o1r 100 pounds. 
of milt a.ut in. Wisconsin, even though 
We' have a st:eagaU amendment. that i.s 
sttppcrse.d to be in operation. 

I tblink it is appropriate at this time 
to caJI your attentio-n to the faet: that 
there is evecy reason to- beirere that a lat 
at this i:m terest fn the section 3'2 funds 
comes :from the fact that certain parts 
of agriculture have been on the gravy 
train. an these years,. and they can. see 
that someone is liable to shov-e them off 
far the benefit: of the rest at ag:r.fc:tl1.tJ:lre. 
I wiN prove that statement ~!' ca!Hng 
Ymll' attention to the fact that cfllring a 
10'-:year pe.tif>d what craps: do we find that 
have the. benefit af the section 3:! funds? 
I might say ta. begin with that one of 
the obJ,ection.s l have always: had' to the 
so-ca11ed New Deal agrt'ctrl'ttml,l program 
is. that. I have alwa.sa felt tlra.t: it was 
upside down.. They talked a.bo17.t a snil.
eonsena;~ion pro:gram,. hut what they did. 
was. use. pUblic . funds, ta promote: smr
dep.tetmg CJ:ops. at tqe expense a.f mre
stock farming, the bc.st-knowa. agrf.cul
t:u:ral S¥s.t.e~ for soil C'Oll£ervation.. Yatt 
cotr?ct nat get a. bdt:er example tlnm. fs 
sh~ 1n the. u.s:e of tll:es:e f'lmcfs... "llle 
Qther dQ" mme af my fl:rencfs: wanted to 

: kl1I .. the slreep 1u.rsineSSJ im this; GQ1m11l'Y, 

a.cmrdiDc to the speeches thQ made. aDd 
yet $40,000.• out. of this $125.,801,.000 
or $130,000,000 of. section sa fUnds comes 
from monq mlleci:ted on wool last Jear 
coming into fu~ 'Uniled. states of Amer
ica on livestock products. w·:nat d'o they 
use that fori! · We s.ta.rted out and used 
$154.000.000' or it; during the Iast ltl-;¥ear 
period far cot'U>ri.. Remember, my good 
ootton. friends ~ talk about. leciiUtoo
ii¥. 'l:'hey a.re.stro:ng far ihese xeeiproc
iiy agreements.. They build a wall up 
arniDld. tb~ American cotton famJer 8lJld 
tbe American eotiOD market. They put 
2m embargo on imports. They take see-
11ion 3'a fUnds mcf get 3:0 pereen t: of the 
c;:.li.(Stom. receipts on nve.tsadt pr~cts 
cnming into this oountl'y hy lowe-l'ing Ule 
wifi and other de:wices and use it oo 
soft-d.epletillg CIOJIS such as ¢oUmll.. 

I do not WIBilt li!OU to- tbink l bave to 
go svnth of the Mason and Dixm"s line. 
Tbe next one :r wm take wm be w1ireat. 

Mr. ABERNR'.rHY. Mr. Chairman. wm 
the genUe:man yield 1 
Mr~ .MUBBAY' oi Wisi!:Oilsin. I eamlClt 

yield. I 1nn1t to speak on some of tile 
facts of Jife: here and I . want to be sure 
rna get them a:U. 

SUie., whe-at t& a great praduct ln 
Am.a'ica but U. i:s only one-tenUI. e>f the 
agi"icultuze oi Amei~ and we bad a 
set-up wh~ one c.ongress,tonal dis
met obtained $1'1,000,000 for eitber rais
ing or not :raising wheat, whicllever 
ft was, am in Kansas-$17,€16fUlOG in 
1 year, 

'lllat. Is ma:re than what. went tG 35 
mmvidual State& of tbis Union i;n tbat 
pariicWa.r ;,ear_ One c:ongres.gon.a~ dis
Viet of Iowa, obi:aiDed $13,000._(8). One 
district in Texas obtained $1:1,000 .. 000 
fo:r either gl"owmg O'r nat growing wheat. 

Then. what. do lliey do2 They pl'l.t, an 
emballgo em wheat. You e.annQ.t;, bring 
wheat. into this oountr:s. The.n the-y 
want. to use section :U funds to pay ex.: 
:port subsidies and tbey used m oorinec
tfon with grains $180,000,000. Doos that 
make sense.'?' You can see why wrhen they 
Pl'lt. in. the s.a-c.alied paricy program. aut 
of the :first $2.!.2:,000.000 under the guise 
m parity $5&.006,.000. oi that went, w the 
great State of 'Th:xas. I know that Texas 
is a, great Stat_e, lmt l do no'- tbink it 
means on&-fourth of America, or sm-ely 
nat one-fourth of America.n agriculture. 
After a::U, when a:H fs sa:id and done what 
is. re~ behind this fight ahaat these 
section. 32. iund's? Tbey want, to c.on.
U.nue io give a blank eheck.. li y&u please, 
to th.~ Secretary oi .Agrieuli:ure, as the 
gentleman from Kansas: rMr. BcP:m:] satd 
yesterday, w.ho has control of' these s.ec
iiOlll! 32. funds. s.o. that he- can pass them 
out any way he wants to. 

I might .sa:y to ya.u. YGU can talk aoout 
the balmy days of the New Deal .. but so 
·rar as Wisccnsin is· concerned in 1939, 
and Wismn.s.ID. is the six.th agrie.»lt:w:al 
State in this Nation, we had more farm 
foreclosures by the Federal land bank 
fn· 1939 than ever before m t!re history 
ol: America. 

Special prt:vilege to specmh ag;rfctrlt.ural 
fnterests has been the ol"der a! tbe <Ia¥ 
altogether too long_ 

The, CH.AIRM'AN. The time of the 
&entleman frcrm W":tseansin has; exrnred .. 
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-All time ·has · expired. The · pro forma 
amendments ·are withdrawn. 

The Clerk will read. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

'l'ITLE I-GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For personal services in the omce of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, hereafter in this 
act referred to as the Secretary, in the Dis
trict of Columbia, and elsewhere, and other 

·necessary expenses, including the purchase 
' of two (one at not to exceed $3,000) passen
ger motor vehicles; travel expenses, includ
ing e~:amination of estimates for appropria
tions in the fteld; stationery, supplies, mate-

_rials, and equipment; freight, express, and 
dz:ayage charges; advertising, com~~ication 
service, postage, washing towels, repairs and 

: alterations, and other miscellaneous sup
plies and expenses ·not otherwise provided 

,for and necessary for tho practical and_ ef
ficient work of the Dapartment of Agricul
ture, hereafter in th!S act referred to as the 

.Department, $2,050,000, together with such 
amounts from oth~r appropriations or au-

- thorlzations as are provided in the schedules 
·in the budget for the current ftscal year for 
auch services and expenses, which several 
amounts or porti-ons thereof as may be deter
mined by the Secretary not exceeding a total 
of $87,560, shall be trans! erred to and made 
a part of thiS appropriation: Provided, how-

. ever, That if the total amounts· of such ap
propriations or authorizations for the cur-

. rent fiscal year shall at any time exceed or 
fall below the amounts estimated, respec
tively, therefor in the budget for such. year, 
the amounts transferred or to be trans
ferred therefrom to this appropriation shall 
. be increased or decreased in such amounts as 
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
aft er a hearing thereon with representatives 
of the Depart ment shall determine are ap
propriate to the requirement s as changed by 
such reductions or increases in such appro
priations or authorizations: Provided fur
ther, That, of appropriations herein made 
which are available for the purchase of lands, 
not to exceed $1 may be expended for each 
option to purchase any particular tract or 

-tracts of land: Provided further, That no 
part of the funds appropriated by this act 
shall be used for the payment of any officer 
or employee of the Department who, as such 
officer or employee, or on behalf of the De
partment or any division, commission, or 
bureau thereof, issues, or causes to be issued, 
any prediction, oral or written, or forecast, 
except as to damage threatened or caused by 
insects and pests, with respect to future 
prices of cot ton or the trend of same: Pro
vided further, That, except to provide m ate
rials required in or incident to research or 
experimental work where no suitable domes
tic product is available, no part of the funds 
appropriated by this act shall be expended 
in the purchase of twine manufactured from 
commodities or materials produced outside 
of the United States. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman. I offer an amendment, which 
is at the Clerk's desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. H. CARL AN

DERSEN: On page 2, line 16, strike out 
""$2,050,000" and insert "$1,800,000." 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for two additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair

man, first I · want to call attention to 
the fact that a total of $550,000,000 

·wm be available to the REA on July 1 
for expenditure . and . allocation. Of 
course, $325,000,000, the amount now on 
hand, while it has not been expended, 

· has been allocated. . Certainly I feel that 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
-RANKIN] is entirely too much alarmed, 
when the subcommittee has given the 
REA everything it can possibly expend 
in the way it should be expended, with
out waste and with prudence. 

Mr. Chairman, it is not my intent, 
by the amendments which I shall offer 
today, to cripple or handicap any. of the 
agencies or bureaus making up the De
partment of Agriculture. I shall present 
factual data only in support of the 
amendments which I shall offer, and 

·leave it to the good judgment of the 
House as to whether or. not the commit
tee has been too lenient in its treatment 
of certain offices and bureaus in the De
-partment. 

Might I quote from a letter issued by 
:the American Farm Bureau Federation 
as of May 24: 

The Federation specifically recommends an 
over-all reduction of 20 percent in the ex
penditures for salar~es, travel and other ad
ministrative expenditures of the Depl;\l't
ment of Agriculture. • • • · A study of 

. the b111 and the committee report indicate 
that most of the reductions in appropriation 

·have been in farm program expenditures, and 
most of the cuts in personnel and adminis
trative expenses are in connection with re
duction in farm programs. • • • Only 
tolten cuts were made in the personnel and 
administrative expenses _ of such agencies 
as the Secretary's office, where a cut of only 
$100,tl00 was made below the 1948·budget of 
$2,237,560, leaving a net increase of $18,350 
above 1947 expenses. Likewise, the com
mittee was quite generous with the Depart

·ment's legal staff, reducing the solicitor's 
. office only $100,000 below the budget, and 
only $54,000 below the 1947 appropriations, 
which aggregate $2,615,000. The Depart-

. mentis given nearly $5,000,000 for legal staff 
and for the Secretary's staff, or about one
third as much as the committee plans to 
give the entire triple A to serve 3,000,000 
farm~rs in 3,000 counties. 

Mr. Chairman, I feel that it is abso
lutely essential, as stated in my supple
mentary views in connection with the 
report, that certain amendments to this 
bill should be adopted so as to secure a 
balance between tl"ie cuts that have been 
made on the farmers of the Nation in 
their programs and those which should 
be made in personnel throughout the 
Department of Agriculture . . 

Please keep in mind that this great 
rambling structure known as the De
partment of Agriculture has today ap
proximately .80,000 employees, and that 
number does not include the triple A, 
county committeemen, and township 
committeemen, who work on a per diem 
basis and who individually average a very 
small earning. 

Let us see how the appropriations for 
the immediate office of the Secretary 
have been steadily growing. In 1938 that 
·office received $452,700; 1939, $581,920; 
1940, $618,210; 1941, $578,014; 1942, $613,-
970; 1943, $796,850; 1944-and here 
comes the first big jump-$1,648,184; 
1945, $1,700,000; 1946, $1 ,654,000; and 
that was raised in 1947 to $2,048,500. 

How are we going to stop the growth 
of this bureaucracy unless we start to 
put the pruning knife to it right n.ow? 

Are we going to let these unproductive 
. limbs on top of . this apple tree keep 
shooting up into the air indefinitely or 
are we going to prune those shoots down 

· to where .they will produce the fruit we 
. want produced. for the . farmers · of 
America? · 

The Department fs . requesting iri this 
bill $2,150,000. The committee has al
lowed $2,050,000, which, as the Farm Bu

·reau very aptly states, is nothing but a 
-token cut. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not, personally, 
want to hamper-in any :way the work oi 

-this great -Department which means so 
much to myself as a farmer, but I do 
feel that we could at .least take 12 per

. cent off of · what the committee has al
· lowed and -reduce-- the $2,050,000 to 
$1,800,000. 

We have cut the Secretary of Labor's 
·omce in this House by -20 percent below 
what l:)e had available in 1947. I. like 
to be fair with _ all._ ef the departments. 

·If the office of -the Secretary of Labor 
can stand a reduction or' 20 percent why 

·cannot· the Department of Agriculture 
in the immediate_office of the· Secretary 
of Agriculture stand at least a 12-per
"cent cut? Is. that asking too much? 
·- The CllAIRMAN. The time of the 
~ gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to pro
ceed for two addition~J,l min~tes. . 
· The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There wa;:; no objection. 
Mr. H. CARL A~ER.SEN. Let me 

call the attention of the House to the 
fact that the Secretary's office is de
cidedly top-heavy in the Division of Per
sonnel. In the budget chart we find the 
Director of Personnel, grade 15; two as
sistants, Division of Personnel, grade 14; 
two assistants to the Division of Person
nel, grade 13, with seven other assistants 
doing various kinds of personnel work in 
the same grade-13. Remember, this is 
in the immediate office. There is also 
an administrative officer at grade 13, and 
three other heads, including an assist
ant to the Director of Personnel at grade 
13, and under these, various chiefs of 
divisions doing personnel work in grade 
12. In addition to this top-heavy set
up, we also find a special assistant to 
the Director of Personnel in the same 
·grade-12. 

Now, besides all of this which obtains 
in the Secretary's office, we find in each 
of the bureaus and agencies in the De
partment proper that there is also a. per
sonnel office. Yet in the Secretary's im
mediate office alone $609,632 is asked for 
in the name of "Personnel activities." 

I have not had the time to make a 
similar study of the Budget and Finance, 
nor of the Office of Plant Operations, 
which also stem from the Secretary's of
fice. The policy-making branch of the 
Secretary's office requires, according to 
the estimate, $479,000-as requested in the 
budget, and general operations $473,244. 

I do feel, ladies and gentlemen of this 
House, that $1,800,000 should be ample 
for the staffing of the Secretary's imme
diate office, and I am also convinced that 
the cause of agriculture will suffer in no 
way whatsoever through the adoption 
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of this amendment, which will save the 
taxpayers of the Nation $250,000. This 
year we are setting the p·attern for peace
time operations of these various bureaus. 
Might I again call to the attention of 
the House that we have· seen fit, in the 
Labor and Federal Security appropria

· ~ion bill to cut more than the percentage 
requested here froni the immediate office 
of the Secretary of Labor. 

Mr. Chairman, I leave it to the good 
judgment of the Members of the House 
of Representatives as to whether or not 
this amendment should be agreed to. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield. 
Mr. MUNDT. I wanted the gentleman 

· to be sure to distinguish between the di
rectory down here in this tabernacle of 
the Department of Agriculture · and 
triple A committeemen out in the court
houses of the country which comprise a 
grass-roots organization for which I think 
additional money should be ·appropriated. 
I believe the gentleman· intends to offer 
an amendment to accomplish. that pur
pose. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. The gen
tleman is absolutely correct. I am trying 
to squeeze a little water out of the bu-

. reaus here in Washingt<>n so we can make 
sure our triple A committee sys~em, so 
necessary for our support price program, 
is preserved. I will offer my amendment 
to aid the AAA committees when that 
portion of the bill is reached. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Oklahoma is recognized for 5 
minutes. • 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. Mr. 
Chairman, it has been said that every 
man, woman, and child in the world, in
cluding this country, stands only 8 
inches from starvation. This is one of 
the truest statements, in my opinion, 
that has ever been made. We know, of 
course, what is meant by that, that the 
8 inches which stand between · us and 

. starvation are the precious 8 inches of 
topsoil from which we all . get our food 
and sustenance. We see what has hap-

. pened to China down through the thou
sands of years· because they did not adopt 
a sound conservation program. The 
valleys of the Tigris and Euphrates were 
once the most productive in !.1e world. 
Today they are desolate and barren. 
We adopted in this country a few years 
ago a certain sound conservation pro
gram. All you have to do today in my 
State of Oklahoma is to check that work 
during the past few years to see what has 
happened to know that it is, and has 
been, a sound program. 

Mr. Chairman, we all know that food 
occupies a very prominent place in world 
affairs. We ·appreciate it is our No. 1 
problem. If the raising of food for our 

· people and the people ·of the world is 
our No: 1 problem then soil conserva
tion surely should rank as our No. 2 
problem. WhEm you find such men as 
the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. HOPE]. 
chairman of the Committee on Agricul-

xcm---376 

· tlire, opposing the drastic cuts in this 
. bill, it -is something we should take into 
consideration. When men like the gen
tleman from Kansas rise above partisan-

-ship, that should be noted, because this 
problem should be considered above 
·partisanship. It is something that our 
urban population and the people who 
reside in our large cities are just as much 
interested in as the benefits that may 
accrue to our farmers. 

I will now talk a little about partisan 
politics. I hope that the Republican 
House leadership and that Mr. Carroll 
Reece, chairman of ·the Republican Na
tional Committee, will give just a · little 
thought to this. If we pass this bill as 

· proposed here today and return Okla
. homa to its Dust Bowl era, on the basis 
of the petitions I have received from my 
home county numbering several thou
sands in the last 2 days, you are going 
to take Oklahoma out of the doubtful 

· column or out of the border-State classi
ftcati'On next year. Let Mr. Reece study 
that over. He sent his orators down 

· there last year to tell our farmers in 
· Oklahoma· that they were being regf
. mented, that they had to go to a triple 
A office and sign two or three pieces of 

· paper, that the farzpers of this country 
should not be treated that way. He did 
me.ke some impression on them at that 

· time. But when this bill ·goes out of here 
with soil conservation and the related 
programs drastically cut they will feel 
differently. Those people were there be
fore this conservation program went 
into effect, when our land was washing 
away, creating barren gullies all over 

· the State, and they can see nov• that 
the land has become more productive, 
which causes our farmers not only to be 
more prosperous ·but causes us to have 
more food with which to feed the urban 
population of this country. When this 
Subcommittee on Appropriations for 
Agriculture met the other day, when the 
gentlemen who brought out this bill sat 
down around the table, the American 

. farmer was prosperous, never more 
prosperous in his life. · When you pass 
this bill today as it is presently written, 
he is going to be poorer than he has ever 
been. . Unless you want to go back to 
1930 and 1931 when cotton was selling 
for 3 cents a pound, and that is where 

· you are heading with this bill, you had 
better restate these funds which are so 
vitally needed. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman· yield? 

Mr. JOHNSON oi Oklahoma. I yield 
to the gentleman from California. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. When the gentle
man refers · to the subcommittee he 
should refer to some members of that 
committee. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Oklahoma. I thank 
the gentleman. Some of the members of 
the subcommittee. In the name of 
sanity, it behooves all of us, when we 
vote on these amendments today, to take 
all of these things . int<> consideration 
when they so vitally affect every seg
ment of our economy. These cuts are 
not economy. They are the wildest sort 
of extravagance. They are madness. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on the 
pending amendment close in 5 minutes. 
· The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the pending amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, :first let me say to the 

members of the committee that I trust 
anything I might have said yesterday in 
the course of our discussion on the rule 
did not offend the :finer sensibilities of 
any Member. You readily understand 
in an atmosphere of tension, sometimes 
earnestness, a kind of · overzealousness 
develops remarks that .in cold print often 
do not look so good. So if there was any-

·. thing untoward or unseemly in what I 
might have said yesterday, I apologize to 
the House. I try always to be restrained 
in that respect. · 

Mr . . ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle
. man from Mississippi. 
. Mr: 'ABERNETHY. We accept the 
gentleman's apology. 

Mr . . DIRKSEN. I thank my· good 
friend the gentleman -from Mississippi 
[Mr. ABERNETHY]. 

Mr. WORLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
· gentleman yield? 

1\fr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. WORLEY. I will say in all hon
esty and in all candor that no one in this 
House commands greater respect for 
honesty and fair play than the gentle
man from Illi_nois. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I . am indeed grateful 
to the gentleman from Texas. 

With respect to the pending amend-
. ment it leaves me with some difficulty, I 
am frank to say. It is the responsibility 
of the committee and the chairman to 
be thoroughly candid and forthright 
with the House, .and I would be less than 
candid if I did not say that we did dis-

. cuss a possible further cut in the admin

. istrative expenditures in the Secretary's 
office. I tried to err on the side of gen

. erosity. The Secretary was once a very 
· distinguished Member of this body; in 

fact, for 10 years. The Secretary once 
served as a member of the Committee 
on Appropriations, and we count him not 
only as a good public servant, but as a 
friend. 

My theory about it is this: There are 
times, you know, when there is not a lot 
of noise from the :foundry and the fac
tory, and no evidence that the whole 
factory is working, but that the front 
office is busy. I visit a huge plant in my 
district in off times. I do not hear those 
accustomed noises, but I know that 20,-
000 people are working in the plant. 
Maybe orders are rather slow and maybe 
4,000 or 5,000 are laid off for a while, 
and maybe at times, though, their office 
is busier than at other times. If this 
bill is sustained and we terminate some 
of the functions, it does not necessarily 
mean that the work of the Secretary's 
office is accordingly diminished. As a 
matter of fact, he is asking for addi
tional representatives in the field of food 
and agricultural organizations and in 
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the :field of export at. the present time. 
So the committee did not want. to be 
niggardly and we permitted bbn what 
money we thought was necessary for the 
efticient and proper conduct of his oftlce. 
After all, he is the directing head., and 
you cannot put yourseH in the position 
of denying him the necessary analysts, 
the necessary statisticians, the necessary 
research people, and the necessa-ry econ
omists to do that great work, even though 
some of the functions of the Department 
may have been curtailed So that is the 
whole story and I give it to you in all 
candor for your own disposition. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle
man from Washington. 

Mr. HORAN. We found what we 
thought were clear eases of duplica
tion. did we not? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Indeed. 
Mr. HORAN. And we asked the Sec

retary to make a correction. 
Mr. DffiKSEN. · That is right. 
Mr. HORAN. And that is one reason 

given in the subcommittee for cutting 
the Secretary's office. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. So there was a dis
position to cut further, and there was a 
disposition not to cut at all. and we 
compromised in this bill So the chair
man :finds himself in some difiieulty in 
urging vigorous opposition to the amend
ment. I would much simply prefer to 
state the facts and then let the com
mittee work its will on the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time -of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expirea All 
time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Minne
sota [Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN}. 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. H. CARL 
ANDERSEN) there were-ayes 34. noes 92. 

So the amendment was rejected. · , 
The Clerk read as follows: 
RESBARCH AND M.ARKln'lNG ACT 07 l!M& 

To enable the Secretary to carry into ef--
fect the proviSions of the act of August 14, 
194.6 (Public Law 733). including in addi
tion to the objects for which funds are 
av~ilable for such act of August 14. 1946, 
and under title I of the Bankhead-Jones 
Act, as amended, personal serviCes in the 
District of Columbia; printing and binding; 
over-all administration, planning, and co
ordination of research under section 10 pur
suant to the provisions of section 10 (e); 
and necessary expenses for carrying out the 
provisions of title Ill of the act, as fa-llows: 

For payments to States., Territories, and 
Puerto Rico for agricultural experiment sta,
ttons pursuant to section 9 of the Bank
bead-Jones Act approved June 29, 1935, as 
amended by the act of August 14, 1946, 
$8,00.0,000, of which such amount as Shall 
be allottable to Alaska. shall be transferred 
to and made a part of the appropriation 
"Research on agricultural problems of 
Alaska," without matching requirement~ 

For research on utilization and associated 
problems pursuant to section 10 (a) or sa1<1 
act, $1,000,000; 

Por cooperative research other than re
search on utilization at agricultural cmn
modtties and the products thereof, pursu
ant to section 10 (b} of aaid act, e.l,OOO.Q09; 

For the improvement. and d.eyelopment, 
1n~~pendently or thl:o-ugh coo~tton 
among Pederal and State agencies-, and oth
er8, of a aound and efticient system tor the 
distribution and marketing of agricultural 

prcducta pursuant to the .Aptcultural Mar
keting Aet ot UK6 (iiile II ot 1be. act ot Au
gust 1 .. 1946) ... 1.000.000; 

In an. $6.000.000~ ProUUiec.t., That. such 
BUmS' as m&J be necessary tor penalty maU 
as required by the act of June 28, l94f.. may 
be transferred to the regular departmental 
appropriation tberefor: Prouidf!d /Wtl&er, 
Tbat for necessary j>rlntlng and blndtng 
t.her& may be transfened to. and made a 
part or. the item 'Trmtlng and binding. De
partment of AgricUlture." such s.ums as are 
necessary: Provicl.e4.furth.er, That. the Secre
tary may make a-.alla.b!e to any bureau. of
fice, or agency ot t:he Department sucn 
amounts from thi-s appropriation as may be 
necessary to carry out. the functions for 
which lt 1&_ made. and any meh amounts 
ahall be in addition to amounts transferred 
or otherwise made a.vallable to other appro
priation Items o! the Department: Provic.ted 
further. That no part or this appropriation 
shan be avaflable for work relating · to :fish 
or sbell1isb or any product thereof. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
several amendments applying to vari
ous paragraphs under ''Research and 
Marketing Act of 1946" on page oi and 
page 5. Time wculd be saved by con
sidering them all together. I ask unan
imous consent tha.t these amendments all 
be considered as one amendment. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Reserving the right 
to object. Mr. Chairman~ the gentleman 
intends that the section on "Reseaich 
and maxketing .. be considered as com
pletely read. down to the bottom of page 
$? 

Mr. CANNON. Yes. Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. There is no objection, 

M.r. Chairman. 
The CH.AIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request. of the gentleman from 
Missouri'? 

There was no objection. 
Mi·. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. CANNON: 
On page 4:. line 25, strike out ·.-.t,OOO.OOO" 

and insert in lieu thereof "$2.500,000.'' 
On page 5, line s. strike out. "$1,000,000" 

and insert in lieu thereof "$1,500,000.'" 
On page 5. line 9, strike out "$1,000,000" 

and insert In Ueu thereof "$a,OOO,OOO ... 
On page 5, Une 10, strike out- ••$6,000,000" 

and Insert rn lleu thereof ••$9,500,000." 

. Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman. in the 
latter days of the last Congress a notable 
biU was enacted under rather extraordi
nary. circumstances. It was uri.usual in 
that, being reported by the House Com
mittee on Agriculture,. it. was fathered by 
two men, from opposite sides of the aisle, 
one the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
HoPEJ. wha probably has. had longer 
service than anybody else on that great 
committee. who is perhaps better in
formed on agricultural matters than any 
other one man in the House. and who 
unquestionably. if by any misfortune we 
should ever have a Republican President, 
would be the Secretary of Agriculture. 

The gentleman_ frQm Kansas . [Mr. 
HOPE] was join~d In the spQnsorshfp of 
tliat bill by t~e gen~iem.a.n from Virginia 
[Mr. Fl:.ANNAGANJ . who likewise had long 
service o'n th"e c"ommittee and at t4e 
tfip.e was serving a.S cb'atml.an _of t~e 
Committee on ,Agriculture. · We had here the rather eXtraordinary situation of 
two great. leaders em both sid~ of the 
table, ·the gentleman from Kansas FMr. 
I-:::oPEJ and the gentleman from Virginia 

[Mr.· FulmAGAN}, advocating. In 'ft
sponse .. to widespread national &enti
me.Dt. the est;abltstnnent of this research 
program In the Department Of Agricul
ture. 

As the report of the committee before 
us today states, in reference to ·another 
provision of the bill. the a.ccent today not 
onJy in agriculture but In Industry Is on 
research. Research bas added tremend
ously to our national wealth. The de
velopment of plastics. I'QOil. synthetics, 
and innumerable other products Is the 
outgrowth of research, and scientific 
study. It has paid rich di:ridends and 
has added to our national wealth and to 
the comfort and health of every family 
in the Nation. 

We face a serious postwar problem.. I 
do not have to tell you there is ahead of 
us, notwithstanding the temporary alle
viation brought about by the aportation 
of vast quantities ot agricultural products 
to Europe. an indigestible surplus of farm 
commodities for which we must :ftnd a 
market. As a matter of fact. if it were 
not for the fact that we are at this time 
feeding Europe as well as America e 
would today have unmarketable sur
pluses of many agricultural products on 
our hands right now. 

One method of meeting tbis surplus 
is to develop new processes and new uses 
for farm products.. This bill by the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. HOPE] and the 
gen.tleman from Virginia [Mr.· ~BA
GAN] is the answer and as practically 
unanimously passed In both House and 
Senate. 

Now in response to a. budget es.ttmate 
asking for $19.000.000 to put the pro
gram into effect, the commit.tee recom ... 
mends that ·we give them only- $o.ooo,o-oo 
which was wholly inadequate ta even 
start the plan. · . 

Mr. Chairman, research requires time. 
We must get started early. We must 
act while the problem is ahead of us 
rather than wait until it is upon us. So 
in this amendment we are asking for a 
very modest increase-not the $19.000.000 
budget estimate-but the amount re
quired for the first year. a · total of 
$9,500,000. 

'I trust, Mr. Chairman, that we can 
have the support of both sides of the 
aisle ori this amendment. in view of the 
fact that the original bill was sponsored 
from both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of C81ifomia. Mr. 
Chairman, the amount of money in
volved in the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Missouri Js not over
whelming-it is not too great to co'n
sider, but the principle involved in the 
issue is very great. 
L~t year the Committee on. Agricul

ture, of which I was then a member. 
brought this bill to the float-a bill which 
created the agency for ·which money is 
now being asked. The committee was 
very definite in its statement as to wbat 
it wanted with reference ta the condi
tions which had existed fn previous ~rs. 
I read from pages -5 Rtild 6 ot the com-
~ttee report. I quote~ . 

";res.tin)..ony. · introduCed . _s.t .the hearings 
sllows that ~e activit) whfch the: Depa11i

. ~emt has de~1oped to lmpr.OTe the marketing 
.,atem has been. sbH'ted ·about.·th:rougb a lang 
aeries of c:lepartmen tal · ~ganblaticns and 
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at present the Marketing Research Berv)ce. 
and regulatory activities are spread. among 
various bureaus and agencies and depart
ments of the Government. 

Without reading the balance of the 
page or the top of the next page, I state 
that what the legislative committee said 
it wanted was a marketing or merchan
dising research agency that could . be 
identified, the expenditures of which 
could be determined and separated from 
the expenditures in production research, 
and which could be separated from pro
duction research. 

The bill and report showed what was 
intended to be set up. The first year was 
designated as 1947. The first year 
$9,500,00'0 should be asked; the next year 
$19,000,000; and so on up successively 
until $61,000,000 had been appropriated. 
This is in reality the first year. · I -have 
said publicly, and yesterday I said on 
this floor~ that $19,000,000 would be cheap 
for what the legislative committee 
wanted. It would be very expensive for 
what the Congress is getting from the 
initial organization in the Department; 

I would like to read from the hearings. 
There are questions by myself and oth
ers. The chairman then says this: 

Mr. DmKSEN. Mr. ·Phillips, just to gather 
1t up in one package, the burden of your 
argument is that this ls a proposal to· sup
plement research already in the Department 
of Agrlcultme, instead of consolidating and 
coordinating that research in one plaue? 

I have here, but do not have time to 
show you, the Secretary's chart of the 
proposed organization. The point I am 
making is that this is not set up on the 
same level as research in production, 
but on a lower level, somewhat connected 
with it, but not as we intended to set 
it up. For that reason the subcommittee 
decided that $6,000,000 was adequate this 
year, and we would very willingly listen 
to requests for larger appropriations in 
the future if the organization is set up 
on the same level as production research, 
and identifiable. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS of. California. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. I well remember the 

gentleman's great interest in the bill, 
when it was considered in the Commit
tee on Agriculture. It is a fact that the 
legislation which we enacted contem
plated not only the use of existing Fed
eral facilities, but it also contemplated 
the use · of State facilities and, likewise, 
the facilities of private . corporations of 
the country? 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. That is 
correct. 

Mr. COOLEY. The purpose of the leg
islation. was not to concentrate research 
within the Department of Agriculture, 
but rather to spread it throughout the 
Nation. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. That is 
correct. 

Mr. COOLEY. And to cooperate with 
all State departments of agriculture? 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. That is 
correct; and for that reason the sub
committee designated that of the $6,000,-
000 in the bill, $3,000,000 should be ap
propriated for the State serviees -which 
the gentleman speaks . about and a mil-

lion each for · three other items, one of 
which was also a coordinated service. 

Mr. COOLEY. · Does not tlie gentleman 
think that this is a very inconsequential 
amount of money to provide for such an 
important undertaking? 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I think 
the amount of money is inconsequential. 
I think the principle involved is very 
great, because we are so late in the mat
ter of marketing research that if we do 
not get it properly started now, we are 
that much later every month and every 
year. 

Mr. COOLEY. Private corporations 
are spending much more money than we 
are. in this bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California [Mr. PmL
LIPsJ has expired. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman's 
time be extended for 2 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is thete objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. HORAN]? 

There was no -objection. 
Mr. HORAN. Will the gentleman yi~ld 

to me? 
Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I yield· to 

the gentleman from-Washington. 
Mr. HORAN. ApproXimately $30,000,-

000 is being spent by the Department of 
Agriculture now in research. The De
partment heads were not adamant when 
they came before our subcommittee. 
They did not answer our questions clearly 
as to which of the items included in the 
$30,000,000 applied to this principle we 
are discussing now, and we felt it was 
unsafe, when the Department itself was 
not sure of its ground, to jump, full 
grown, out of diapers into long pants in 
this matter. There may be things that 
should be explored first. That ·was the 
reason for the committee's action. I 
would suggest that on page 141 of the 
hearings you will find a table · of the 
amounts and activtties in research now 
being done by the Department of Agri
culture. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PIDLLIPS of California. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. I would like to say that 

this legislation did not originate in · the 
Department of Agriculture. It originated 
in the House Committee on Agriculture, 
of which the gentleman from California 
[Mr. PHILLIPS] was a very distinguished 
member. It has the support of every 
commissioner or secretary of agriculture 
in this country. We are faced with no 
greater problem than the poblem with 
which we are dealing at this moment. I 
do not think we should cripple it by pro
viding inadequate funds. I would like to 
mention one other thing-that it is a new 
undertaking and they have been in op
eration only. a few months. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. They 
have not actually been in operation at 
all, but they are setting up t:lle organiza
tion. I would agree with everything the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 

.COOLEY] says. What he says adds up to 
me to the fact that we should have the 
kind of agency we want . before we ap
_propria_£e th~ IJ?.Oney. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has again 
expired. . 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this series of pending amendments close 
in 25 minutes, the last 5 minutes to be 
reserved for the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to th·e request of the gentleman from 
Dlinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
reserving the right to object, this is on 
the pending amendment and amend
ments thereto? 

Mr. DIRKSEN._ Yes. This limitation 
is only on the· pending amendments 
offered by the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. CANNON]. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I must object, unless 
the gentleman is willing to amend his re
quest so as to reserve 10 minutes to the 
committee, 5 to be used on this side. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have no objection to 
the amendment, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Tilinois asks unanimous consent 
that all debate on this amendment and 
all amendments thereto close in 25 min
utes, the last 10 minutes to be reserved 
to the committee. 

Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman· 

from Kansas fMr. HOPE] is recognized 
for 3 minutes. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. Chairman, this legislation, as has 
already been said, was enacted unani
mo~ly by . this House last year after a 
unanimous report from the Committe~ 
on Agriculture. My recollection is that 
it passed unanimously in the Senate. 

The legislation itself was the contri
bution of many different individuals and 
organizations. The gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. AUGJJST H. ANDRESEN] 
had introduced a bill previously which 
was incorporated in this .bill. The gen
tleman ·from Virginia [Mr. FLANNAGAN] 
had introduced a bill, I had introduced 
a bill, the farm organizations had vari
ous suggestions, and all of this legisla
tion was merged into the bill known as 
the Research and Marketing Act which I 
believe everyone who has made any 
study of the ~atter agrees is a signifi
cant contribution to agricultural prog
ress. 

It is significant and it is important be
cause of the fact that we are now in a 
new era as far as agriculture is con
cerned. During the war we increased 
our production over 30 percent, and we 
did that in spite of all the handicaps that 
confronted farmers during that time in 
the way of shortages of labor and ma
chinery, fertilizer, and transportation. 
Now that we are getting out of the war 
period and farmers are again able to 
secure normal supplies and equipment, 
it is certainly not to be thought that our 
production is going to be any less; rather, 
the tendency is going to be to increase, 
and we have adopted a policy in this 
country as far as agriculture is con
cerned that we want a policy of abundant 
production. 
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In order to carry out a policy of 

abundant production we must have re
search, not only research in production
we have had that for many years and 
we have accomplished wonders through 
that type of research-but research in 
utilization and. research in marketing, 
because it is in utilization and market
ing that we are going to find how to con
sume these surpluses of agricultural 
commodities that we are going to have 
as soon as the present abnormal . world 
demand for food is supplied; and that 
time is probably nut very far in the 
future. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield briefiy. 
Mr. MURDOCK. The gentleman is 

exactly correct in his stand on this mat
ter, in my opinion. However, if opposi
tion to this amendment is based on the 
ground that this is merely adding to the 
research funds of the Department, why 
cannot provision be made that it be used 
for the set-up provided for in the bill last 
)'e!p' and contemplated at that time? I 
certainly want both-more research and 
carrying out the measure passed last 
year. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. If the 
gentleman will yield, the point raised by 
the gentleman from Arizona is the whole 
point in issue. The gentleman from 
Kansas is arguing the merits of the Re-· 
search Act. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that my time may 
be yielded to the gentleman from Kansas. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from Mis
Sissippi? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Kansas is recognized for three addi
tional minutes. 

Mr. HOPE. I thank the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. PHILLIPS .of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield. 
Mr. PHILLIPS of California. To the 

gentleman from Kansas may I say that 
I had not asked my question and that is 
whether he will not discuss the matter of 
getting the kind of committee the House 
wanted in the bill it passed setting up this 
marketing organization. 

Mr. HOPE. I agree with the gentle
man that there are some dtiferences of 
opinion between the committee and the 
Department of Agriculture as to just how 
research in marketing should be con
ducted. That is only one phase, of course, 
of this legislation-research in market
ing-but I believe the gentleman from 
California will agree with me that some 
considerable progress has been made to
ward getting together on that matter. 
At this time I do not believe it is the 
wise thing to cut down an appropriation; 
make it less than we ought to, merely 
because there is not complete agreement 
as to how the project shall be carried out. 
If we fail to provide enough money and 
the program does not make the progress 
it should, tpen the fault is on us, but 1f 
we make sufficient appropriations and the 

program is not· successful, then, certainlY. 
we have done our part. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of california. The 
gentleman speaks of cutting down the ap
propriation. This is the first appropria
tion we have made. 

Mr. HOPE. When I say "cutting down .. 
I mean cutting down from the authoriza
tion contained in the bill for the first 
year. As a matter of fact, this nine and 
a half mtllion dollars is cutting the budg
et estimate in half for this year because 
the budget estimate was $19,000,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to say just a 
word to my Republican colleagues on 
this matter. I do not happen to have 
with me a copy of tfte Republican plat
form of 1944, but if you will observe that 
platform, you will find that agricultural 
provisions 6f that platform. emphasized 
research; that the Republican Party 
platform on agriculture for 1944 looked 
along the lines of abundant production 
and research to utilize that production. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. TABER. My information, both 
from the Department and from large co
operative organizations especially inter
ested in this bill, is that the Department 
is nowhere ready to operate and that the 
funds we have given are plenty to carry 
them along. Why should we add any
thing if we want efficiency? The trouble 
with the Agriculture Department js we 
have been giving them money in a loose 
sort of way and we have no efliciency. It 
has not done the farmers the good 1t 
would have if the Department had acted 
1n an intelligent way and if they were 
made to ,operate on that basis. 

Mr. HOPE. I agree with the gentle
man that the Department is not able to 
use the $19,000,000 at this time. but I do 
believe that the Department can make 
use of the nine and a half million dollars 
and that is what we ought to put in the 
bill today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Kansas has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. ·COOLEY]. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I wish 
to compliment the very distinguished 
gentleman who has just addressed the 
House. He is one of the co-authors of 
the bill for which we are about to provide 
the necessary funds. I heard him re
cently over the radio discuss very ably 
the research and marketing program. 
I compliment him and his colleagues on 
our committee for standing up for agri
culture. Yesterday every Republican 
member of the House Committee on 
Agriculture opposed adoption of the very 
brutal rule which was forced on the 
House at that time. 

Mr. CLEVENGER. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? . 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. CLEVENGER. There were five 
Republican members of that commit-

tee who did not vote against that rule 
and I was one of them. 

Mr. COOLEY. I am very sorry to hear 
· that because yesterday morning when 

the committee met every Republican 
there went on record in opposition to the 
rule and it was my understanding that 
we authorized the gentleman from Kan
sas [Mr. HOPE], our distinguished chair-

. man, to so announce it to the House and 
he did announce it to the House. If the 
gentleman did not vote that way yester
day, I am very sorry indeed. 

Mr. CLEVENGER. No; I did not, and 
no other person on this earth can pledge 
my vote at any time on any subject. 

Mr. COOLEY. I thought the gentle
man himself pledged it. 

Mr. CLEVENGER. I did not. 
Mr. COOLEY. And told the chairman 

to announce it to the House. 
Mr. CLEVENGER. I did not. 
Mr. COOLEY. I apologize very pro

foundly. ·It is interesting to see very 
distinguished Members like the gentle
man from Kansas £Mr. HoPs) stand up 
here and lecture the gentleman and the 
rest of the Republicans in this House for 
fai1ure to keep faith with the Republi
can platform pledge. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California . . Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I was a 
member of the national committee of the 
Republican Party that wrote the Republi
can platform. 

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly the gentle
man will stand by the Republican plat.:. 
form. 

Mr. PHill.JPS of California. I have 
already said I think this $6,000,000 is 
sufficient. 

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Connecticut. 

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. Have we 
reached the point where $6,000,000 is 
such a measly sum we cannot start a 
new program with that amount of 
money? 

Mr. COOLEY. I am not sure that I 
understand the gentleman--

Mr. MILLER of Connecticut. I asked 
if $6.000,000 .is such a trivial sum that 
we cannot even start a new program? 

Mr. COOLEY. Certainly, I do not 
think we can start the program with $6,-
000,000 when· it embraces the entire Na
tion; and invokes one of the greatest 
problems facing the Nation today. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from PennsYlvania. 

Mr. RICH. I hear so much about 
what the Republicans are doing. It 
sounds a good deal to me like you fellows 
always talk about economy, but you have 
never voted that way in your lives, and 
it is about time you do something like that 
or we are going to be wrecked. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from . North carolina has 
expired. 

The- Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN l. 
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Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, first I 

wish to endorse the attitude taken by 
the distinguished gentleman from Kan
sas [Mr. HoPE] on the pending amend
ment. 

Then I wish to add one word here in 
answer to the gentleman from Minnesota 
[Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN] When he said 
a while ago that we would have $550,-
000,000 for rural electrification by the 
1st of July. As a matter of fact, $340,-
000,000 are already allocated and, be
sides, he added to that $225,000,0GO, 
when the indications are that we will 
have $270,000,000 more in applications. 
Now, these applications are coming in at 
the rate of $30,000,000 a month, so in my 
opinion you are going to have to have 
far more than the amount even recom
mended by the Bureau of the Budget to 
meet the demands in every State of this 
Union. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

· Mr. RANKIN. I yield to the gentle
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Is the gen
tleman questioning my statement rela
tive to that? 

Mr. RANKIN. I think the gentleman 
was in error. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. May I 
quote Mr. Wickard before the commit
tee? 

Mr. RANKIN. I understand Mr~ 
Wickard did not explain that this money 
had been earmarked. I know, because 
I discussed the matter with the De
partment of Agriculture. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. May I 
read this testimony? 

Mr. RANKIN. The gentleman can in 
his own time. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. The gen
tleman does not care to be answered, in 
other words. 

Mr. RANKIN. All right, go ahead. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Wick

ard states, "This leaves about $325,000,-
000 unadvanced," speaking of the 
amount authorized before this time. 

Mr. RANKIN. All right, but the ap
plications are already in. That $325,-
000,000 has all been allocated. 

Now we are getting to the point where 
we can get the materials. We. do not 
have to wait for copper. The average 
rural-electrification line now is made of 
alumir. um with a steel core. The only 
trouble with REA is that they have the 
applications in or the allocations made, 
but they have not been able to get the 
materials up to now. Now materials are 
being made available, and I say we 
should provide every dollar that they can 
use. If they do not use it, it will not 
cost the Government a dollar. If it is 
used, it will add greatly to the wealth 
of the Nation, and will be repaid with 
interest. 

Mr. RICH. Mr. Chairman, if the gen• 
tleman will yield further, · they might not 
·Use it, but it is awful dangerous to have 
it in their hands, because it is tempting 
to them. 

Mr. RANKIN. It is "tempting" the 
farmer to do something for himself. 

Mr. RICH. I am talking about these 
bureaucrats we have down here. You 
know that they are not ·responsible;· and . 

the less you give them the better they 
are off. 

Mr. RANKIN. Listen, there never 
was an organization on earth that did 
more for any class of people, since I 
have been living, than REA has done 
for the farmers of this Nation in the last 
10 years. And, they are very careful. 
Oh, I know this fellow, Levins, who got 
into trouble down there has been pass
ing the word around trying to discredit 
the REA. He told them he was going 
to get even with them when he lost his 
job. 

Mr. RICH. I am not shielding any
body. 

Mr. RANKIN. I understand that. 
What I am trying to do is to get elec
tricity to every farmhouse in America 
at rates the farmers can afford to pay. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expii·ed. 
The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oklahoma [Mr. MORRIS]. 

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, !.make 
no charge at all impugning the motives 
of anyon~. I thinl{ the gentlemen on 
both sides of the aisle are earnestly and 
sincerely trying to do the right thing, 
and I know it is a big task. I realize the 
·task that you gentlemen who are spe
cifically charged with that duty by rea
son of your committee assignment have 
in trying to reduce appropriations. I 
appreciate that, and I honor you for 
your courage when you honestly come 
out and take the gaff, as it were, in an 
effort to actually minimize expenditures, 
but I differ with you in your judgment, 
not in your sincerity of purpose, as to 
this bill. I will admit that you I!lay be 
right. It may be that you are. But I 
call your attention to this significant 
fact: Nations become big-headed just 
as individuals do. I am afraid we are 
inclined to become big-headed, as ana.:. 
tion, and to think that we can do or fail 
to do anything we want to and still make 
progress; but we cannot. 

I am sort of like Will Rogers, but I 
claim to be like that illustrious American 
in one respect only, that is, about all 
I know is what I read in the papers. 
According to the metropolitan press 
Russia, that we talk about so much, has 
produced by its experimentation and 
scientific investigation cotton that grows 
out in the fields ·with natural coloring of 
about all the colors of the rainbow. 
They also have produced a wheat that 
grows like alfalfa and does not need to 
be planted every year. They are mak
ing great strides in the field of agricul~ 
ture. We need ·every dime that has been 
requested· by this amendment to go for
ward with the great agricultural program 
of this Nation. I believe we will do an 
unwise thing by cutting it down. We are 
living in a day when we have begun to 
realize that we scarcely have scratched 
the surface of what we may accomplish 
·in the agricultural field. Do you not 
know that out on the western plains, 
-where I live; we sometimes produce 40 
to 50 bushels of wheat to the acre on our 
best land; but the metropolitan press 
has also published the fact that in the 
Ukraine in Russia they sometimes pro
duce 100 bushels of wheat to the acre. 
So-let us· wake up in-this country of ours. 

You talk about building a bulwark against 
communism. The best way in the world 
for us to build that bulwark is to make 
America strong, and we can make it 
stronger, in my judgment, by building a . 
strong foundation in the agricultural 
field than in any other possible way. So 
let us not make these proposed big cuts 
in these important agricultural items. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. WHITTEN]. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, this 
is not a party issue that is being con
sidered at this time, this is an jssue that 
is of vital import to the entire Nation. 
As has been stated, last year the Hope
Flannagan bill passed the Congress 
unanimously. It provided for research 
in the field of agriculture, utilization of 
products, and marketing. The bill pro
vided that in the first year, which should 
have been this year, 1947, $9,500,000 was 
authorized for those programs, and in 
the second year, the year 1948, the year 
for which this appropriation is made, it 
should be $19,000,000. Appropriation 
was not made for the first year, so next 
year will be the first year of operation. 
This amendment provides that the sum 
sha!l be increased from $6,000,000, as 
carried in the bill, to $9,500,000 for re
search in the utilization of farm prod
ucts and their marketing. 

Certainly there could be no stronger 
argument for this bill than the condi
tions we faced a f€W years ago and until 
the war caused us to be able to handle 
the surplus products we had built up in 
this country. Millions of dollars have 
been spent from section 32 funds, mil
lions of dollars have been spent through 
Commodity Credit Corporation opera
tions to handle the surplus products of 
agriculture we have had in this country. 
The item in this bill for which this ap-· 
propriation is requested. provides for re
search in finding uses for those products 
so that in the future we will have a 
smaller and smaller surplus in those 
fields. I say you will be penny-wise and 
pound-foolish if you fail to inake a prop
er appropriation for research in the use 
of those products which we know in the 
next few years are going to be surplus. 

My friend and colleague on this com
mittee from California states that his 
objection to this amendment is to the 
fact that a separate entity has not been 
set up in the Department, one that you 
can easily recognize. Why, the chief 
complaint against the Department is 
that there are duplications, and many 
times in the past when the Congress has 
wanted something done it has set up a 
different agency and a different group 
to do the work. The duplications that 
are complained of are brought about just 

. because of the attitude some folks have, 
like my good friend from California, that 
every time you do something new you 
have to set up a different -entity, some
thing that you can recognize. I say that 
it ought to be coordinated and it ought 
to fit into other research by the Depart
ment. 

We have had wonderful success in the 
field of research in production. We have 
seen hybrid corn and improved strains of 
wheat and cottonseed -development • . We 
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have seen the rapid·advances of research 
in production. But now that we can 
produce in the next few ·years more than 
we will be able to use, thus having sur
pluses, I say to you it is very short
signted if we fail to make this appro
priation for research utilization of prod
ucts and their marketing because every 
surplus bushel of wheat and every sur
plus bale of cotton for which you find 
use so as to keep the Commodity Credit 
Corporation from having to buy it and 
so th!!.t you will not have to use ·section 
32 funds . to export it, will mean sav
ing many time's the money that you will 
be spending under this amendment 
which, after all, appropriates only half 
the money that was approved by the 
Bureau of the Budget in this case. 

May I ask the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. PHILLIPS], who is on his feet, 
if he can justify setting up separate enti
ties and separate divisions for every 
phase of agrlcultural ·research? That 
is adding to the duplication-the very 
thing that he says he complains of. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I would 
not attempt to justify that because I am 
opposed to it. This b1Il calls for the con
solidation of it. The gentleman, I am 
sure, would want to correct his remarks. 
He · said I oppose coordination. I am 
very much j,n favor of coordination. 
What I am opposed to is absorption. 

Mr. WHITTEN. With reference to 
this matter of the Soil Conservation 
SerVice and the AAA payments being 
duplications, I requested the gentleman 
in the committee that he vote with me 
to eliminate such duplication. My rec
ollection is that he voted against it. 

Mr. DOLLIVER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, again it is worth calling 
the attention of the House to the fact 
that the appropriations made for the 
Rural Electrification Administration are, 
in reality, loans and not grants. These 
loans are made by the ·Government of 
the United States to local cooperative 
electric companies, who pledge their as
sets and earning capacity for the repay
ment of the money with .interest. The 
period for the amortization of these loans 
was increased in 1944 from 25 to 35 -years. 

I am glad to call the attention of the 
House to the fact that there are at pres
ent no loans in the State of Iowa which 
are not in current condition, with all 
interest and principal payments kept up. 
I repeat, there are no arrearages in the 
State of Iowa by the cooperative corpo
rations which borrowed the money from 
the Rural Electrification Administration. 

The farmers of Iowa have borrowed in 
excess of $40,000,000 from the REA. 
Most of it was borrowed for the construc
tion of lines, and only a very small per
centage for financing the wiring and in
stallation of other conveniences on the 
farmsteads. It thus appears that in our 
State of Iowa, which has been one of 
the large beneficiaries of the Rural Elec
trification Administration, the Govern
ment has not lost and w1Il not lose one 
single penny of the money that it has 
advanced. s·urely, here is a use of Gov
ernment funds, beneficial and yet not 
extravagant. 

It is undoubtedly true that there is 
no greater modern convenience for the 

farmer than a ·Steady .supply of elec
tricity. Approximately one-half· of the 
electricity used on the farms throughout 
the United States is used in the house
hold, and the other half in productive 
activities outside the household. The 
labor-saving effect of productive elec
tricity is outstanding. Not only does the 
electrification of farm homes bring about 
great improvement from the standpoint 
of comfort and satisfaction in rural life; 
it also brings about great economic pro
ductive value to the farmer. It raises 
the standards of living and the well-be
ing of agriculture generally. If elec
tricity is useful in the city home, it is 
doubly useful on the farm. 

One of the critical needs in the State 
of Iowa is the expansion of generating 
capacity. The fact is that .there is lit
erally no additional generating power 
from which additional electric power can 
be procured. In. my own-district of 15 
agricultural counties in the heart o{ the 
Corn Belt, there is 1 project where 212 
farms have been wired for over a year 
but which cannot be connected with a 
high- line because of the shortage of 
power. I sincerely hope that this House 
will see fit to ·make a proper appropria
tion for this work of such vital tmpor:.. 
tance. 

Again, let me emphasize that this is 
not a dollar hand-out to anyone, but 
money advanced by the Federal Gov
ernment which will be repaid by the bor
rowers with interest. It has led, and 
will continue to lead, to an improvement 
of living conditions in rural America. 
It will make farm life more comfortable 
and attractive. It will help continue the 
vast production of foodstuffs, which were 
so vital a factor in winning the war, and 
have so important a place in regaining 
a stable peacetime economy and an or
dered world. The elemental need of the 
starving world· is food. Our farm people 
of the United States are glad to have so 
essential a part in helping care for that 
elemental need. 

Mr; DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ~ise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend
ment. Mr. Chairman·, first let us under
stand clearly what is before the com
mittee. 

The budget estimate for research in 
marketing is $19,000,000. The commit
tee allowed $6,000,000 and earmarked it 
for four different lines of activity. . The 
series of amendments now on the desk of 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CAN
NON] propose that $6,000,000 be raised tO 
$9,500,000. 

I trust the Committee will vote the 
amendments down. 

I was very much · inter~sted when my 
friend from Oklahoma indicated that 
while the committee showed zeal· and 
courage, sometimes it was with mistaken 
judgment. The best the committee can 
do is always to be guided bY the testi
mony and make out the best case it can. 

The story is about this: In the first 
place, the Department said they expected 
to run this up to $61,000,000 by 1951. 
With .a program of that size the commit
tee has to exercise the utmost caution. 
So we took a ·very good look to make sure 
that when the program begins the foun
dation is good and that it is launched in 

the right direction so that there will -be 
a · reallY' efficient ' effort -In the field of 
research~ · 

-It ought to be noted at· the outset that 
this does not displace research in the 
Department. This is in addition to ·all 
other research. There is $59,000,000 
worth of research in this Department 
and we have not disturbed it. We have 
not cut, for instance, research by the 
commodity branches in Production and 
Marketing Administration. That whole 
line of endeavor will go on just the same. 
But here we were confronted with an es
timate calling for 1,830 people. That 
means trained .people. That means peo
ple skilled in research and marketing. 
Where are they going to get them? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman· yield? 

Mr. DffiKSEN.· I yield. 
Mr. WHITTEN. The figure which the 

gentleman mentions had to do · with the 
$19,000,000 figure, as ·was said by my_ 
friend. · 

Mr. DffiKSEN. -That is right; -I am 
talking about the whole program . . 

But, here, with over 1,830 people they 
are building from the ground up. There 
are advisory committees which have only 
recently been established. Sa they are 
going to have to rob other bureaus of 
their scientific talent. Then, where will 
they get scientific talent to rebuild those 
bureaus? We have not put the ax on 
research. We have left the · Bureau of 
Animal Industry and the Dairy Industry 
and that sort of thing pretty well intact. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? · -

Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Does not the gentle

man think they would have a much bet
ter chance to get their personnel if they 
had the money than if they did not have 
the money? 

Mr. ·DffiKSEN. Definitely not. You 
cannot create a scientist. A former di
rector of personnel for the Department 
of Agriculture told me in my office re
cently that they hired 10 people in the 
scientific field and could only get one 
genuine scientist. I said, "What did 
you do with the other nine?" He said, 
"We kept them." But getting scientific 
talent is a hard chore. Where are they 
going to find them? We went into this 
thing completely, because every member 
of the committee is interested · in re:. 
search, so we canvassed the situation. 
This is the most that in our judgment 
they can expend. The committee shares 
the view of the gentleman from Kansas. 
I conferred with him on many occasions 
and the committee conferred with him 
because we wanted to be sure that the 
action we were taking would in no way 
cripple the research activity. Insofar 
as the testimony indicates-and we 
labored this item probably more than 
any other item in the bill-in our hum
ble judgment, after reviewing the whole 
business, this is as large an amount as 
they can efficiently expend. So I sin
cerely hope that no more money will be 
made available . than can be efficiently 
expended. 
-Mr .. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, w1ll the 

gentleman . yield? 
Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield. 
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~r. HORAN. In view of all the vague

ness on the part of the Department 
themselves, we had the conviction that 
it would be far safer to start out at the 
proper size than to start out with an ag
grandized program? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I think the best testi
mony on that point is that in the original 
estimate they asked for half a million 
dollars for travel. What in the world 
would they do with half a million dollars 
for travel, for scientific personnel, whl:m 
the bureau has not even been set up? 
They are working around now on an ex
ploratory basis to get it set up. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Is it not 

a fact that we have $39,000,000 for re
sea;rch in all things in this bill now? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. All of that. So I hope 
the amendment will be voted down. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. · Does not Reorganiza

tion Plan No. 1 'provide for the consolida
tion or transfer of all research in the 
Department of Agriculture, to the Secre
tary? 

'Mr. DffiKSEN. We hope in good time 
it will all be consolidated, but this is 
enough for this· purpose. 

I trust the amendment will be voted 
down. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has 
expired. 

The question is on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. CANNON]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion <demanded by Mr. CANNON) there 
were-ayes 83, noes 63. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and the chair
man appointed Mr. DIRKSEN and Mr. 
CANNON to act as tellers. 

The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported that there were-ayes 
116, noes 109. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BATES of Mas

sachusetts: On page 5, line 22, after the words 
"Provided further:• strike out "That no part 
of this appropriation shall be available for 
work relating to fish or shellfish or any prod
uct thereof." 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer this amendment to the 
bill because I firmly believe a great in
justice has been done the fishery indus
try of this country by a proviso in the 
bill that seemingly exempts any benefits 
that they may receive from the Depart
ment of Agriculture in the field of re
search and marketing. The Department 
of Agriculture has already been doing 
much work over a period of years in co
operation with the Fish and Wildlife 
Service of the· Department of the rn:.. 
terior. 

In 1946 through Public Law 733 an 
advisory committee was established for 
the purpose of doing what they could in 
the field of research and marketing to 
develop means by which they· could dis-

pose of food, and this means not only 
agricultural products but also fishery 
products. The fish and shellfish pro
visions were included in that act, and 
purposely so in order that the work be
tween . the two departments of the Gov
ernment could be coordinated and some 
real benefits flow to the fishery industries 
of this country. Down. through these 
many months ever sinee the law was 
adopted much has been done bY coordi
nating the efforts of the Department of 
Agriculture and the Fish and Wildlife 
Service in the · Department of the In-. 
terior. In the field of research in trans
portation, marketing, packaging, and in 
the educational program of the country, 
where they could coordinate the prob
lems of the fisheries in these respects 
with agriculture many benefits have 
come to the fisheries of the country . . 

The fisheries are losing the sum of 
$175,000 that they previouslY received as 
a result of distribution of the customs· 
fees by the Department of Agriculture 
in thetr ,research studies. Those funds 
are cut out under the provisions of this 
bill, the latter part of the bill where those 
funds are rescinded under title II. As 
this bill now stands there is not a thing 
the Department of Agriculture can do to 
assist the fishery industries of the coun
try as they have over a long period of 
time. 

It was only recentiy that through the 
D2partment of the Interior Appropria
tion Act the commercial fisheries section 
of the Fish and Wildlife Service suffered 
a tremendous reduction. The House 
fortunately reinserted $150,000 so that 
they could continue the work as had 
heretofore been done in respect to as
sistance to the fisheries of this country. 
We must keep in mind that other na
tions of ~he world are considering fishery 
organizations as a major business and 
have set up major departments in their 
governments to deal with their problems. 
By clipping the funds that we have here
tofore depended upon to help and assist 
the fisheries industry in the Departme'nt 
of the Interior Fish and Wildlife Serv
ice, and now through the Department of 
Agricu.lture, we are dealing a hard blow 

. to one of the great industries of the 
country that is today struggling for its 
very existence, particularly on account 
of the rapid increase of imports coming 
from foreign sources deluging the mar
kets of our country, and harassing our 
own industry to the point that many of 
them are facing bankruptcy. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex
pired. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to 
proceed for five additiona-l minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of .the gentleman f:tom 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. All I 

am saying, Mr. Chairman, is that this 
amendment strikes out this provision in 
the bill that provides that no part of the 
research fund whatever shall be available 
for work relating to fish or shellfish or 
any product thereof. Give the fisheries 
a chance to get a little of the money, a 
mere pittance, as we might call it, of 

whatever fund may be available in the 
Department of Agriculture, that may be 
used for the study of transportation 
questions, packaging questions, market
ing questions, education in our schools, 
all of which is carried on by the Depart
ment of Agriculture in respect to agri
cultural products but which at the same 
time could embrace fish and shellfish 
products as part of the food problem of 
the country. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES of Massaschilsetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina. 

Mr. COOLEY. What justification has 
been brought forth for this limitation 
which has been .Placed in the bill, which 
will have the efiect that the gentleman 
has stated? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I have 
not heard any up to the moment but per
haps the committee will explain the 
reason why this insertion is deliberately 
placed in this bill to exclude altogether 
any contribution or any assistance that 
the fishery industry of this cm,mtry may 
get by the close cooperation of the Fish 
and Wildlife Service and the Depart
ment of Agriculture in the study of 
problems relating to both industries. 

·Mr: MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. I yield 
to the gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Diq not the raising 
of the amount from $6,000,000 to $9,500,-
000 lend color and strength to the gentle
man's amendment? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Yes, 
because it makes more money available. 
But what we are a£king by striking out 
this provision in the bill is to permit the 
Department of Agriculture, if they think 
it' is wise, at the same time they are 
carrying out the research program iii re
spect to agricultural products, to embrace 
fishery products. It will not cost a great 
deal of money, but it does give the De
partment of Agriculture an opportunity 
to be of some assistance to the fisheries 
il:dustry. Agricultural products are 
food and so are fisheries pro<iucts and 
should be considered together in th~ field 
of research . 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, if the 
gentleman will yield further, certainly 
we could not expect the Department of 
Agriculture to undertake the research 
unless it deemed it necessary. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. That 
is right. 

Mr. COOLEY. I do not have any com
mercial fisheries in my district, but it is 
an important industry on the eastern, 
coast of North Carolina, and I am very 
much in favor of the gentleman's amend
ment to strike out that limitation. 

Mr. B~TES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, the total expenditures made 
by the Federal Government for agricul
ture and also for fisheries is entirely dis
proportionate; let me say that it costs the 
taxpayers about $5.83 a ton for every ton 
of farm products produced in this coun
try, but at the same time it only costs 
the taxpayers about 82 cents a ton for 
fish and sea-food products. It seems to 
me, from the standpoint of fairness, 
that we ought to have available in the 
Department of Agriculture some money 
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that can be allocated for the purpose · of' 
joint studies of all food products, includ
ing fish and sea food, in a research pro
gram which is going on, particul~rly in 
the field of transportation, in the field 
of packaging, and in our school · educa
tional program. We should give some 
consideration to the great fishery in
dustry of this country, the value of which 
at the present time is approximately 
$5,000,000,000. 

I trust, Mr. Chairman, that the com
mittee in its wisdom will accept this 
amendment which will permit the De. 
partment of Agriculture to assist, under 
the conditions that I have' stated, the 
fishery industry, when they are carrying 
on the research program, and not to ex
clude them altogether as you do under 
the-provisions of this bill. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this section and. all amendments thereto 
close in 15 minutes, the last 5 minutes to 
be reserved to the committee .. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
nunois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes· the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. McCORMACK]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
join completely in support of the amend
ment offered by my friend from Massa· 
chusetts [Mr. BATES]. It is rather diffi
cult for me to understand why the Com
mittee on Appropriations put in the bill 
the proviso stating that "no part of this 
appropriation shall be available for 
work relating to fish or shellfish or 
any product thereof." It was only last 
year that we included fish and shellfish 
in the Research and Marketing Act. 
Last year we permitted research in con
nection with fiSh and shellfish to be 
carried on in accordance with any ap
propriations made. 'BY the provisions 
of this bill, if enacted into law, none of 
the appropriations can be used for that 
purpose. 

The language of this paragraph is 
specifically directed at excluding the fish
ing industry, commercial fishing, from 
getting any of the benefits of whatever 
appropriation may ultimately be made. 
We do not ask that a specific amount be 
appropriated. We leave it, within the 
amount finally appropriated, to the dis· 
cretion of the Department of Agricul
ture. I assume the Department of Agri
culture in a matter of this kind consults 
with the Fish and Wildlife Division of 
the Department of the Interior. 

We must bear in mind that the fish
ing industry is the oldest in the Western 
Hemisphere. We also must bear in mind 
that it is a billion-dollar industry, and 
that it extends all over our country. It 
is not confined to the Northeast, it is 
all along the Atlantic coast, the Gulf, 
the Great Lakes, and the w.estern coast, 
and it extends far out into the Atlantic 
and the Pacific. 

Following the insertion of fish and 
sh,ellftsh into the Research and Market
ing Act of last year, the Department of 
Agriculture, in consultation with the 
Fish and Wildlife Service, appointed an 
advisory committee of 11 persons to carry 

out the Intent of Congress. It is my un
derstanding that there was appropriated 
a small amount in connection with this 
activity. At the most, the amount al
located out of. the flinds appropriated 
would be a small amount. It is dUficult 
for me, and I speak frankly, to under
stand why the subcommittee specifically 
excluded fish and shellfish from any con
sideration, so far as research and mar
keting is ci>ncerned. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I Yield to the 
gentleman from Missouri. 

Mr. SHORT. Coming from Missouri, 
I am about as far away from both the 
Atlantic and Pacific Oceans and the 
Great Lakes and the Gulf as any State in 
the Union. I have no fisheries in my dis
trict. However, fishing is a great thriv
Ing industr1 in this country. I can see no 
reason for excluding this specific indus
try. It made an enormous contribution 
to the Nation during the terrible war 
years, as the gentleman well knows, and 
it ·needs protection. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I thank the gen
tleman from Missouri for his contribu
tion. I yteld to the gentleman· from Mis:. 
sissippi [Mr. CoLMER]. 

Mr. COLMER. I was interested in 
trying to ascertain just why the com
mittee would take this action excluding 
fiSh and shellfish. Has the gentleman 
been able to find out the reason there
for? Is it because a comparatively small 
section of the country is affected? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I do not know of 
any reason. I hope that it is an· over
sight on the part of the committee. 
Those things happen, and if that is the 
case they ought to frankly admit it and 
accept _the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
BATES]. 

Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. I would like to say 

that the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. BATES] 
is quite acceptable to me. Of course, the 
other members of the committee may 
speak for themselves, but it is entitled to 
fair consideration. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I appreciate the 
statement of my friend. from California. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. DEANE]. 

Mr. DEANE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts. Like 
my colleagtle, the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. CooLEY], I do not live near 
the coast, but I am confident this fs an 
equitable amendment and should be 
adoP.ted. 

I am happy to have been among those 
who voted just a few moments ago to 
restore the desired and essential appro
priations to carry out the Research and 
Marketing Act of 1946, as described by 
the capable gentleman who preceded me. 

I would like to point out 1n my few 
comments the serious marketing problem 
which confronts the tobacco growers of 
our country and what this Research and 
Marketing Act of 1946 promises not only 

to the tobacco growers but-other farm 
prpducts_, in view' of: alarining surplUses 
which now' loom on the horizon. 

Shocking news to the tobacco farmers 
of 'North Carolina ~d every tobacco area 
of our land carrie . from London within 
recent days. Members of Congress, Ag
riculture and State Department experts. 
tobacco manufacturers, not to mention 
the tobacco smokers of Britain, were 
stunned when the British Government 
announced a 50-percent increase in ex
cise taxes on tobacco. · 

Last year Great Britain sent $220,000,-
000 to the United States to purchase 
American tobacco. Worried British of
ficials insist that this continued program 
cannot continue in .view of Britain's 
serious financial crisis, and in order tO 
stop tlie fiow of dollars from England, the 
English smoker must pay dearly for his 
favorite American brand. · 

Figures released by the Chancelor of · 
the Excl;lequer of England· indicate that 
the smokers of England are smoking one
third more than before the war. British 
sq1okers are con8uming· over 250,ooo·.ooo · 
pounds a year. Of this amount, 80 per
cent ·comes from the United States. 
. British leaders point out that -the fi,hole 
total of goods sold to the United States 
just about equals the English consump
tion of American tobacco. Chancelor 
Dalton of the Exchequer said this was 
fantastic and must be stopped. · 

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEANE. I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. BONNER. I agree with the gen
tleman in all that he says with respect 
to the tobacco situation. but I regret very 
much that I was not on the fioor when . 
the time was lililited with respect to the 
so-called Bates amendment which is now 
pending. 

Had I been present I would have asked 
for time myself because as a member of 
the Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries of the House I recall that dur
ing the war days the Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries· Committee bad the De
partment of Agriculture before it with 
respect to this very item, and It will be 
recalled by all of us who were here dur
ing that time that the fishing industry 
of this country gave great strength to 
the war effort in the increased produc
tion of fish for its food value and other 
uses during the war years. The greatest 
effort was put forth in the Department 
of Agriculture to increase the taking of 
fish both on the Atlantic coast and Pacific 
coast which was greatly iilcreased not 
only by the Fish and Wil(ilife Service of 
the Department of the Interior but by 
the Department of Agriculture as well 
under this very provision. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman. will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DEANE. I yield. 
Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. The 

facts are that at the same time these 
studies and researches have been going 
on by the Department of Agriculture, 
they have acted jointly with the Fish and 
Wildlife. Service, and this bill prevents 
them from so doing by this amendment. 

Mr. BONNER. It is a terrible mistake 
for the House not to adopt the Bates 
amendment. 
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Mr. DEANE. Now, may I proceed with 

reference· to this serious tax situation 
recommended, and which I am sure Great 
Britain will soon put into effect? 

The American Government recognizes 
that Great Britain faces a financial crisis, 
.and these stern measures they are adopt
ing should be a sobering influence upon 
us Americans. Yet, this new British 
policy will seriously influence our own 
1947 tobacco market. 

How, you ask? 
Follow me closely. In 1946 the United 

Kingdom bought 364,()00,000 pounds of 
American tobacco, paying approximately 
$215,000,000. On these 364,000,000 
pounds the British Government levied 
an import duty of $7.15 per pound. Un
der the new British tax policy for 1947', 
they would levy an import duty of $11.04. 
This means that the British smoker will 
not pay 47 cents but 67 cents per pack
age. In view of the fact ·that the average 
ho:ur.Iy wage in Great Britain is 40 cents, 
it is simply logical that less tobacco -will 
be used. -

The power to tax in· this case . i.s the 
power to destroy a large volume of Amer
ican exports of tobacco. Our own Gov
ernment experts 'predict that British 
tobacco p-qrchases from America will be 
cut one-third, or 121,000,000 J)ounds. 

Last year the American farmer grew 
1,350,000,000 pounds of tobacco. Forty
five percent, or over 600,000,000 pounds, 
were sold abroad. Of this 45 percent, 
two-thirds went to England. 

This year our tobacco crop is expected 
to yield 1,250,000,000 pounds. If Britain 
follows through with her tax policy, as 
she is certain to do, she win buy approxi
mately 240,000,000, a drop of 125,000,000 
pounds. 

It is generally conceded that with 
Canada, Mexico, and other countries 
growing their own tobacco, we lose our 
best customer in Great Britain and, thus, 
we can expect lower tobacco prices. 
These remarks are not broadcast to 
alarm you but to be prepared to expect 
a sudden drop. 

Our tobacco farmers have this satis
faction, that while there is a lack of pur
chasing power abroad, the United States 
Government will guarantee the tobacco 
farmers for two more years a price of 
90 percent of parity. 

The question arises how long can our 
Government continue this program. It 
is conceivable that the United States 
Department of Agriculture will be left 
with many millions of pounds of tobacco 
on hand at the end of this year in order 
to guarantee parity. 

The Congress should support this new 
Marketing and Research Act with every 
means at its command. Let me point 
out also the tremendous challenge and 
responsibility which rests with the De
partment of Agriculture in carrying out 
the provisions of the act. It is imper
ative that the best brains of the coun
try be brought into play in furthering 
this new program. A new frontier with 
enormous markets for the products of 
the American farmer appears to be open
ing. There is not any time to lose in the 
job to be done and let us accomplish 
the task while time remains. · 

Finally, let me urge the growers of 
tobacco, that in order to hold up their 

prices for the 1947 season, grow the very 
best tobacco. In my opinion the words 
you will hear ringing through the to .. 
bacco warehouse during the approaching 
season will. be quality and not quantity. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentle~an from North Carolina· has ex
pired. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment, and I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Washington? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield to 

no one in my_respect of and affection for 
the fishing industry and the work that 
I do as a Member of Congress in defense 
of the fishing industry. Only this morn- · 
ing I spent 15 minutes before the Senate 
Appropriations Committee, appropriat~ 
ing for the Department of the Interior. 
I spoke in behalf of the full budget 
amount for the commercial fisheries item 
in the pending Interior bill. I ·spoke in 
behalf of the Market News Service which 
is conducted by the Fish and Wildlife 
Service il\ the .Department of the Interior: 
I spol{e in behalf of the .item of '$175,000 
that I believe has been indirectly appro
·priated out of . section 32 funds and 
transferred from the Agriculture Depart
ment to the Department of the Interior. 

We are not today appropriating for 
the Department of the Interior. We are 
appropriating for the Department of 
Agriculture. If we are going to have any 
semblance of order in our budgetary ap
proach to implementing the offices in the 
departments of this Government of ours, 
we must recognize that we do have de
partments, each with its Cabinet head. 
If we are going to appropriate money in 
one department and have it diffused out 
through all the other departments of 
Government, under one exoedient excuse 
after another, we will never be able to 
provide properly for the different depart
ments. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. HORAN. I yield. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. That is a fact that 

ought to be emphasized. This money 
was transferred to the Department of 
the InteriOI; and we could not make a 
direct appropriation in this bill for the 
Department of the Interior. · That-is the 
essential thing involved. 

Mr. BATES of Massachusstts. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield. 
Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. All this 

amendment does is to permit the De
partment of Agriculture, as it has done 
for years past, to coordinate their activi
ties with the Fish and Wildlife Service 
in the field of research, in the ·field of 
transportation, in the field of education, 
in the field of packaging, and by this 
amendment you strip them of any au
thority, even to coordinate their activi
ties. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I can
not yield further. I think we will have 
to draw lines and hold to them. 

A former Secretary of the Interior no
ticed this mistake that had been made 
by the Seventy-ninth Congress, and in 

a column written by this gentleman on 
April 1, he ended his column with these 
words: 

The Eightieth Congress has a chance to 
rectify this error. The Congress must appro
priate funds if it is to implement this scaly 
scheme designed to take fish and shellfish 
surveys away from the Fish and Wildlife 
Service and place them in Agriculture. 
Moreover, it would be saving the taxpayers' 
money and preventing duplication even 1f 
it would be disturbing a lobbyist's dream. 

I want to call your attention to the 
Budget that was presented and avail
abl~ to every Member of Congress. · If 
you will turn to page 563 of the Budget 
for fiscal 1948, you will find outlined 
there the legislative foundation for this 
appropriation in the Interior appropria
tion bill. It belongs in the Department 
of the Interior, and all those who would 
preserve and protect what I think is one 
of the United States best industries, had 
best see that it is protected as a Depart
ment of the Interior appropriation. 

Now I yield. 
Mr. HAND. Was the gentleman re

ferring to a ·report made by former sec
retary· Ickes·? 

Mr. HORAN. He happens to have been 
the commentator. 

Mr. HAND. Does not the gentleman 
believe that this order he is seeking 
should be restored by the legislative com
mittee and not by a subcommittee of the 
Committee on Appropriations? 

Mr. HORAN. Not in this case, be
cause we, the Subcommittee on Agricul
ture, have no right to appropriate for 
the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. COLMER. With reference to the 
statement of the distinguished chairman 
of the subcommittee that here you are 
merely transferring funds to the Interior 
Department, is that technically correct? 
Are you transferring them or are you 
cut ting them out? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The situation, may I 
say to the gentleman, is that heretofore 
$175,000 of section 32 funds in the De
partment were transferred to the Depart
ment of the Interior. Those funds were 
taken out, and in consequence this was 
merely a covering amendment. 

The CHAffiMAN. T}1e time of the 
gentleman from Washington has ex
pired. All time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. BATESL 

The question was taken; and the Chair 
being in doubt, the Committee divided 
and there were-ayes 48, noes 60. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

OFFICE OF THE SOLICITOR 

For necessary expenses, including personal 
services in the District of Columbia and 
payment of fees or dues for the use of law 
libraries by attorneys in the field service, 
$2,425,000, together with such amounts from 
other appropriations or authorizations as 
are provided in the schedules in the budget 
for the current fiscal year for such expenses, 
which several amounts or portions thereof, 
as may be determined by the Secretary, not 
exceeding a total of $136,000 shall be trans
ferred to and made a part of this appro
priation; and there may be expended for 
personal services in the District of Columbia 
not to exceed $1,597,000: Provided, however, 
That if the total amounts of such appro
priations or authorizations for the current 
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flseal year shall at any time exceed or fall 
below the amounts estimated, respectively, 
therefor in the Budget tor such year. the 
amounts transferred or to be transferred 
therefrom to this appropriation and the 
amount which may be expended tor per
sonal services 1n the District of Columbia 
shall be Increased or decreased ln such 
amounts as the Director of the Bureau of 
the Budget, . after a hearing thereon with 
representatives of the Department, shall de
termine are appropriate to the requirements 
as changed by such reductions or Increases 
1n such appropriations or authorizations. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. H. CARL AN

DERSEN: On page 6, line 5, strike out "$2,-
425,000 and insert "$2,025,000." 

SOLICITOR'S OFFICI: 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. ' Mr~ 
Chairman, this amendment is being of
fered in view of the fact that the pro
grams of the Department of Agricul ... 
ture are being curtailed considerably in 
the bill which is before the House. As 
a direct consequence, the work of the 
Solicitor's Office, especially in relation 
to the farm-tenancy loans, subsistence 
loans, and various matters in connection 
with crop insurance and the AAA pro
gram, has been very much lessened and 
surely an organiZation which is already 
today top-heavy can be shaved down to 
a certain extent without doing harm to 
anybody in America, least of all the 
farmers fn America. 

It is my -opinion that we should be 
consistent with respect to cuts in the 
appropriations for the various agencies 
in the Department of Agriculture, inso
far as rea.sonably possible. I do not 
mean that all agencies should receive 
the same cut percentagewise, ·but the 
fac~ remains that the effects of cutting 
one organization severely and leaving 
others alone will undoubtedly result in 
bad feelings throughout the Depart
ment. 

When we consider the entire bill as a 
whole--programs, personnel, and such 
have been cut to the extent of 30 per
cent-it would seem that it is not out of 
line whatsoever to request that the 
Solicitor's Office, already top-heavy, 
should take at least a 20-percent cut be
low what they have had available this 
past year. This is especially in view of 
the fact that its work as detailed in this 
bill will be considerably lessened. 

The committee has seen fit to reduce 
the $2,525,000 requested for this office 
by only $100,000. Might I at this point 
again call attention to the statement put 
out by the American Farm Bureau Fed
eration in which they term this cut as 
a token cut only. Please keep in mind 
that the American Farm Bureau Feder
ation does feel that 20 percent of the 
personnel throughout the Department of 
Agriculture could be well eliminated 
without injury to agriculture. 

I do want to call attention to this one 
fact, and that is, the lawYers in the 
Office of the Solicitor and the Solicitor 
himself, together with the nonprofes
sional people assigned thereto, make up 
what is called . a service organization. 
They do not produce.. They, do not do 
the research, diffuse_ tlie .Useful knowl~ 

edge, gather the market news, take ac
tion necessary to provide the wpport 
and loans for commodities, or perform 
other services which the Department 
renders to the public arid to the farmers. 
The Solicitor's Office renders legal serv
ices, and legal services only, to the ad
ministrative or operating people of the 
Department. Is it not reasonable that 
cuts in appropriations which reduce per
sonnel and activities of the administra
tive and operating people, the clients in 
this instance, ·should be matched by a 
.comparable reduction in the appropria
tion for the service agency? 

The bill as it now comes before you 
provides ,for a mere 4-percent cut in the 
cost of legal services in the Department. 
As I stated I do not profess to be able to 
calculate accurately the effect of the pro
posed cuts throughout the Department 
upon the Solicitor's Office and conse
quently am not inclined to urge a per
centagewise cut of 32 percent in this 
office. On the other hand, as I also indi
cated a moment ago, I a~ convinced 
that the application of a little common 
sense will result in the conclusion that 
this legal service organization should be 
cut more than 4 percent when the clients 
are being cut more than 30 percent. May 
I call to the attention of the House the 
last sentence in the section of this re
port in connection with this item which 
reads as follows: 

The committee is of the opinion that an 
overhauling of the organizational set-up in 
the Solicitor's Office whereby more legal tal
ent can be devoted to actual legal work 
rather than supervision could effectuate addi
tional economy 1n this office. 

Please also note that the Solicitor in 
his statement before the committee pred
icated his..request for more than two and 
one-half million dollars to a great extent 
upon work anticipated incident to the 
Farm Home Administration. 

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield to 
the gentleman from Tennessee. · 

Mr. JENNINGS. I am a lawyer and a 
farmer. I am wondering. For the life 
of me I cannot conceive of any material 
or beneficial aid that a solicitor or a 
lawyer would render to the farmers of 
this country. If it is wet he cannot make 
it dry. If it is dry he cannot bring rain. 
he cannot i:r;npel an invasion of grass:. 
hoppers . or crickets. It seems to me it is 
a soft job for a lawyer who probably 
could not make a living if we put him 
out on his own. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair
man, I call attention to the fact that 
back in 1938 only $195,000 were appropri
ated for this particular Solicitor's Office. 
In 1942 $232,00.0. Of course, up along in 
.1944 we did give them the REA and other 
jobs to take care of, but we see at the 
same ti.me that they have jumped up to 
$1,679,000 ·in 1944. Last year they had 
.$2,214,000. Tbey are _asking this year 
for $2,525,000. Where is this bureau
cratic tree going to ·stop growing? I am 
trying t9 .Prl.Ule thi$ tree before tt gets 
too high. You ltnow, the branches on 
top never do any good as far as producing 
fruit is concerned. Let us try to instill 
a little econo~y int.o the Solicitor's Office, 

as well as endeavor to -·relieve the load 
upon the taxpayers of the Nation. Pour 
hundred thousand dollars 1s a reasonable 
cut; 20 percent ls a reasonable cut. They 
can stand it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
· gentleman from Minnesota has expired. 

.Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. ~ Mr. Chair~ 
man, I ask unanimous consent to pro
ceed for three additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN.' Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Are we 

going to get down to common sense and 
really . try to effect a little economy or 
are we not? 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield to 
the gentleman from Iowa. · 

Mr. JENS$N. Is it not a fact in this 
bill the Department ls asking for 223 
solicitors or lawyers? · · 

l\{r. H. CARL AND~RSEN. They-are 
asking .for too many, I will say to my good 
friend from Iowa. · · 

Mr. JENSEN. The gentleman is very 
modest in . ·the amendment he has iii:
troduced. - · 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN: We have 
given the farm programs, that the Sollci:
tor's Office is supposed to take care of, 
a 30-percent cut iii the bill in order to 
effect economy so that we can balance 
our budget. Why· can we not cut this 
legal personnel by at least 20 percent? I 
think that is only reasonable. 

Mr. JENSEN. Is it not a fact also 
that any time the Department of Agri-
culture· wants to get some legal service, 
they can go.· to the Department of 
Justice? 

·Mr. H. CARL· ANDERSEN. Why, cer
tainly, in many instances. 

Mr. JENSEN. They are at their dis• 
posal every minute. I had hoped the 
gentleman was going to offer an amend• 
ment·to strike out at least twice as much 
as he has. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I am try
Ing to be reasonable. I am a farmer, 
and I certainly do not want to do any
thing to purt our great Departn:.ent of 
·Agriculture·, but I do want to see to it 
since this Congress has seen fit to take 
away 30 percent of the program of the 
farmers, that we take at least 20 per
cent of the personnel out of the bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN], 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the last word, and I 
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 
three additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Mississippi? 

There was no objection. 
·- Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
I do not think there is a Member of the 

.. House who knows anything of my voting 
record but what he 'Will agree that I have 
consistently v·oted for economy. 1 know 
there are niahy Memoers on both sides 
of the aiSle . who:- will agree with th~t 
-~tatem~~t. ~ have b~en v~ry . conserva~-
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tive and endeavored to so be on every 
vote that I have cast, whether · it be a 
money matter or one' regarding the social 
problems of the people of this country 
or of the world. · 

But I want to call the attention of the · 
Republicans-and I shall not give you ·a 
lecture because I am not capable of doing 
that-to the fact that I have heard many 
<>f you make speech after speech criticiz
ing those of us in the minority, who last 
year were in the majority, for throwing 
dollar after dollar after dollar across 
the pond to the. people of Europe and 
never doing anything for our own. That 
particularly applies to the distinguished 
chairman o! the Committee on Appro
priations, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. TABER] and also the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. RicH], as well as 
many others. 

SinGe you have lectured us Demo
crats so often on spending our substance . 
on the people of foreign lands, I want to 
check the record for a moment to deter
mine where our dollars are being spent 
and who has been doing the spending. 

I hold in my hand the front page of 
the Times-Herald o! Washington of May 
22, 1947, which is the second best Re
publican newspaper in the country, sec
ond only to the Chicago Tribune, if that 
be any credit to its journalism, and on 
the front page of that paper I see a head
line as follows: 

The House votes $350,000,000 foreign relief 
for Europe by a vote of 288 to 86. 

Those 86 dissenting votes, my friends, 
do not equal but about one-third of the 
Republican membership of this House 
and they by no means were all Republi
can votes. 

After we had been lectured time 
and -again by our Republican friends 
to do something for our own people, for 
instance the American farmer, the farm
er of the bread basket of this country, 
and of the cotton South and of the far 
West, this same newspaper in another 
column announced that you Republi
t:ans had brought out an agricultural 
appropriation bill cutting $400,000,000 
o1f of the American farmer. Wherein 
is your consistency? How much did 
you save? You saved $50,000,000 if this 
bill passes as it, which it is not going 
to do, and you made the farmers 
of Kansas, Nebraska, Iowa, Illinois, Indi
ana, New York, and the rest of this coun
try pay the whole European relief bill, 
plus a $50,000,000 tip. 

Now let us see who voted for that 
$350,000,000 relief bill. Your privilege 
to vote as you chose.! do not question
the sincerity of your lectures to us 
Democrats I do. Let us take the Repub
lican membership of the Appropriations 
Subcommittee on Agriculture, which 
recommends these drastic cuts and we 
will take them alphabetically. For that 
$350,000,000 which we so gently and gra
Ciowily on April 30, threw across the 
water to Europe-and this was not a 
Democratic controlled Congress doing 
the "chunking"-the gentleman from 
Minnesota . [Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN] 
voted "aye." The gentleman from TI11-
nois [Mr. DIRKSEN] voted "aye/' . _The 
gentleman from Washington . [Mr, 
HoRAMl voted "a·ye .... The sentleman 

from California [Mr. PHILLIPS], who is 
not willing to give $3,500,000 additional 
to a farm-research program, as he told 
you a moment ago, voted "aye." The 
gentleman from Vermont [Mr. PLUM
LEY] voted "aye." And, lo and behold, 
the Republican majority leader who is 
now facing me, the gentleman from 
Indi.ana rMr. HALLECK] voted "aye," and 
so did the Republican whip, the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. ARENDS] and so 
did the gentleman from Ne'ii York [Mr. 
TAllER]. Now, who is doing the "chunk
ing?" Who is forgetting the people at 
home? 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Just as soon as I 
finish I will yield. 

On the 9th day of May we had before 
us another bill to "chunk" some more 
money across the water, $400,000,000 to 
Greece and Turkey. Let us take the per
sonnel of this subcommittee and see how 
they voted on that day, and see how they 
were going to take care of all this econ
omy they were going to settle upon the 
hard-working farmers of this country. 
The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. 
H. CARL ANDERSEN] voted "aye." The 
gentleman from Illinois · [Mr. DIRKS!IN] 
was paired "aye." The gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. HORAN] voted "aye." 
The gentleman from Vermont [Mr. 
PLUMLEY] voted "aye." And the gentle
man from California [Mr. PHILLIPS], be 
it one time said to his credit, consistent 
with his argument here today, voted "no." 
The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
TABER] voted "aye." The gentleman 
from Dlinois [Mr. ARENDS] voted "aye," 
and the distinguished Republican ma
jority leader voted "aye." 

Then on the 22d day of May, when the 
conference report on the $350,000,000 ap
propriation bill came back to the House, 
and we had another roll call on the bill, 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN again voted "aye," 
Mr. DIRKSEN voted "aye," Mr. HORAN 
voted "aye." Mr. PHILLIPS voted "aye," 
Mr. PLUMLEY voted "aye," Mr. TABER 
voted "aye," Mr. ARENDS voted "aye," 
and Mr. HALLECK voted ''aye." Have you 
ever heard of such rubber stamping? 

Aye! Aye! Aye! Aye for everyone! 
And on this same day you bring in 

an appropriation bill to kick the slats out 
of the American farmer t-o the tune of 
$400,000,000. 

Aye! Aye! Aye! for European re
lief-No! No! No! for American farm
ers-so say the Republicans. 

Those are the men who would deny 
49,000 veterans of this country a loan 
through the farm-tenant-purchase pro
gram to start a home and a family; who 
would deny research for agriculture; who 
would refuse to pay in full committed 
AAA payments; who would deny elec
tricity to our farm people, all . in the 
name of economy. Well why did not 
you think of that when you were giving 
so much to Europe. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous ·consent to proceed for 
two additional minutes. 
· Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, we are 
seeking to expedite this bill. I regret 
extremely that I must obJect~ 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Well, I _know it 
hurts and am sorry you . cannot stand 
more of it. If this is the kind of econ
omy we are going to have, Mr. Chairman, 
I do not want any of it. You Republi
cans are committing political hara-kiri. 
I wish I could sympathize with you but 
I cannot. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
BUREAU OF AGRICULTURAL ECONOMICS 

For necessary expenses, including not to 
exceed $1,88~,000 for personal services in the 
District of ColunJ,bia, including the salary of 
Chief of Bureau at $10,000 per annum, and 
not to exceed $1,000 for the purchase of books 
of reference, periodicals, and newspapers, as 
follows: 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman,' the gentieman from 
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] will at the 
proper time pffer an amendment to re
store the $25,000,000 taken away from the 
t~mant-purchase program. The appro
priation for the Farmers Home Admin
istration, an agency of the Government 
whiah was created just last year. 

It took over the functions of the Farm 
Security Administration, which was in 
disrepute, and also the functions of the 
Emergency Crop and Seed Loan offices. 
After the Farm Security had gotten into 
disrepute, the Administrator resigned 
and a former Member of the House of 
Representatives, Hon. Frank Hancock, 
was appointed Administrator. When he 
resigned, after making a very fine record, · 
Mr. Dillard Lasseter, of the State of 
Georgia, tcok over, and he became the 
first Administrator of the Farmers Home 
Administration. 

This economy-minded Republican sub
committee, after lengthy hearings, pro
vided $25,000,000, the budget having 
recommended $35,000,000. After the bill 
was reported they went back, and in
stead of making a scientific cut they dug 
up this agency, roots and runners. As 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. · 
ABERNETHY] has just said, .49,000 vet
erans of World War n who have appli
cations now on file and who ·desire to 
purchase farms and avail themselves of 
this very beneficial legislation, will be 
disappointed and disgusted. 

Although I happen to be the author of 
a bill, the Farmers Home Administration 
bill, and although I was ~hairman of the 
subcommittee of our committee to in
vestigate the Farm Security Administra
tion, I know I am not the only frien-d 
of that agency in the House of Repre
sentatives. I know that the agency has 
many friends in the Republican Party 
and among the membership of this House 
generally. I think Mr. Lasseter has done 
a magnificent job., He has accomplished 
many economies, and has made an ex
cellent record. Members of both parties 
should be willing to trust him in the 
further administration of this program. 

It seems to me it would be almost a 
tragedy for the House to disappoint the 
49,000 veterans who are now waiting for 
an opportunity to purchase a farm home 
and start themselves in the business of 
farming. · 

I appeal to the Democrats and likewise 
to the Republicans to support the Whit-_. 
ten amendment. when it is offered, and 



5970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE MAY 28 ' 
restore this $25,000,000. I lmow the Re
publicans of the House Committee on 
Agriculture were just as friendly to this 
agency as the Democrats. I know what 
the answer will be when the gentleman 
from Dlinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] comes to the 
well of the House. He will tell the House 
and the country that Mr. Lasseter has 
done an excellent job and that Frank 
Hancock likewise did a fine job as Ad
ministrator. He will tell . you that 
the collection record is superb. I have 
detailed information which I will place 
in the RECORD but which my time 
Will not permit me to discuss now. He 
will try to justify the action of this com
mittee by saying that after his commit
tee had given careful thought to the mat
ter, President Truman wrote a letter to 
Secretary Anderson suggesting that Mr. 
Anderson call a Nation-wide conference, 
a conference of all of the officials of pub
lic and private lending agencies engaged 
in making loans to farmers on real prop-
erty. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex- · 
pired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman. I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for five 
additional minutes. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, when 

that letter was received, and publicity 
· was given to it, the idea went abroad th.at 
the ·President· was afraid we were going 

· into some sort of inflationary spiral in 
farm-land values. All of us know that 
if we have inflation in the rural sections 
of the country, certainly we have infla
tion in the cities of America. If we are 
going to deprive the farmers of America · 
of an opportunity to buy farm homes, 
certainly we should repeal all veterans• 
legislation which is now on the books. 
We should do away with many of the 
features of the GI bill of rights, because 
certainly no Member would be justified 
in discriminating between veterans in 
the city and veterans in the country. 

Going back to the argument which the 
gentleman from IDinois [Mr. DmxsEN] 
will make-and it is easy for me to anti
cipate his argument, because I heard his 
statement before the Rules Committee, 
and I have read the report-a little sup- · 
plemental report that they put in here
but the effect of it was to destroy abso
lutely the tenant-purchase program. 
His suggestion is that he and the Repub
licans on his committee are trying to fol
low Mr. Truman and strengthen his arm 
as he is trying to retard and control the 
forces of inflation on the farm. Now, the 
fact is, I have here a letter from Secre
tary Anderson. I checked with him. He 
checked with the White House and the 
White House checked with Mr. Truman 
in Kansas City. I will read it to the 
House for your consideration: 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C., May 27, 1947. 

Bon. HAROLD D. COOLEY, 
House of Representatives. 

DKAR Ma. CooLEY: In reading the report to 
accompany H. R. 3601,. the bill making ap
propriations for the Department of Agricul
ture, we find that wbile $50,000,000 was avall
able for farm tenant loans for the fiscal year 

1947, and while the budget submitted an 
estimate of $35,000,000 for 1948, the Appro-. 
priations Committee has deleted the entire. 
amount. This action is accompanied by a 
statement of the committee that the com
mittee remains a firm friend of the ·farm 
tenant loan program and suggests that its 
action in eliminating the appropriation 
should strengthen the hand of the President 
in his current move to halt the excessive in
flation of farm land values. 

On May 16 the President directed a letter 
to me expressing his deep concern about the 
recent rise in farm real estate prices. He 
was careful to point out that while 24 States 
had real estate values which are now above 
the inflationary peak o1' 1920, there w:as yet 
time to prevent further inflation in farm 
real-estate prices and the overexpansion of 
farm debts. He suggested an early confer
ence for consideration of the problem. 

I know !rom my discussions with the Presi
dent, both prior and subsequent to the send
ing of this letter to me, that by his sugges
tion for a conference on the farm real-estate 
situation, he did not desire nor intend to 
destroy the farm tenant purchase program. 
Since the report of the Appropriations Com
mittee was issued I have rechecked this with 
the President and find that he is strongly 
opposed to a curtailment o1' the farm tenant·· 
program to any point lower than the figure 
carried in his budget. Many veterans re
turning from the war have been able to find 
farms which they can purchase at non
inflated prices, sometimes from aged parents 
who have lived a long time on the farm and 
are quite ready to retire. We now have 
pending 83,997 applications for the purchase 
of farms under the farm tenant program, of 
which number 41,560 are from veterans. 

The record of the Department shows that . 
during the past year, using the appropria- , 
tions made available a year ago, we have been 
able .to help tenant farmers acquire land 
under this program at an average of only $3 
per farm more than a year ago. These loans 
to veterans and others are made under a 
policy which recognizes the long-time earn
ing value of these lands, and purchases made 
on that basis do not contribute to inflation, 
but on the contrary set a pattern for the 
sound transfer of farm real estate from one 
owner to another. We need that gOOd ex
ample and I hope that the Congress will re
store the $35,000,000 carried in the President's 
Budget for the purpose of making these self- · 
liquidating loans on which -the repayment 
record is extremely. good. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 

Secretary. 

The CHAIRMAN. · The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
CooLEY] has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. · Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for two 
additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
North Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COOLEY. In addition to that, I 

know everybody in this House should 
be interested not only in the views of 
the Secretary of Agriculture . and the 
President of the United States. but I ven
ture the assertion that the House Com
mittee on Agriculture is still quite friend
ly to this item and -I believe that the 
gentleman from Dlinois is likeWise favor
able to the tenant-purchase program. · I 
believe he will be frank ·enough to tell 
the House that collections ·have been ex
cellent under the management of -:Mr. 
Lasseter. 

I do not want the House· to be led 
astray by thinking that in cutting· out 

this item they are strengthening the arm . 
of the President. You· have just heard 
a letter that came almost directly from 
Mr. Truman. It came . to me through 
Clinton Anderson, a former -Member of 
the House and a splendid Secretary of 
Agriculture. 

I have here another letter which I 
will place in the RECORD at this point 
but which I Will not take the time to 
read. It comes from the American Vet
erans Committee. 

<The letter referred to follows:> 
THE AMERICAN VETERANS COMMI'rl'D, 

washington, D. C., May 27, 1947. 
Hon. HAROLD D. COOLEY, 

House Office Builcling, 
Washington, D. C. 

. DEAR REPRESENTATIVE COOLEY: The 1948 
agricultural appropriation bill reported by 
the House Appropriations Committee in effect 
denies qualified veterans with limited capital -
resources the opportunity of entering the 
farming business. By eliminating funds for 
direct loans from the farm-tenancy provi
sions of the proposed bill, the committee has 
deprived veterans of the right to purchase 
farms under the Bankhead-Janes Farm Ten
ant Act, a right assured them under the GI 
blll o! rights. 

The American Veterans Committee urges 
the immediate restoration of the $25,000,000 
appropriation recommended by the Appro
priations Subcommittee-for this purpose: 

Two out of every three veterans working . 
in agriculture when they entered the armed 
forces have returned to farms. This group '. 
includes over a million veterans, many of 
whom desire to become farm owners. We 
believe that they should be giveJ:l every 
opportunity to achieve this objective. , 

The Servicemen's Readjustment · Act ot 
1944, as amended, makes veterans eligible for 
loans under the Bankhead-Janes Farm Ten
ant Act. The Bankhead-Janes Farm Tenant · 
Act, as amended, further augments veterans' , 
opportunities of becoming farm owners by 
giving them preference over -nonveterans. 
This act also provides for special !ann-pur
chase loans to disabled war veterans. 

Under these authorities, the Farmers Home 
Administration has made over 4,300 farm- · 
purchase loans to veterans and had on hand · 
over 40,000 additional applications from vet
erans as of April so, 1947. Over 50 percent 
of the farm-purchase loans made this year 
were to veterans. 

The committee report justifies the ellmma
tion of direct farm~purchase funds on the 
basis that such loans are too inflationary. 
Without careful selection of farms this state
ment could become a reality. We firmly be
lieve, however, that a minimum of $25,000,-
000 could safely be loaned to veterans who, 
desire to purchase farms from relatives and 
others at less than current market prices, to 
veterans who need to develop and improve 
farms they already own, and veterans who 
are able to purchase farms in areas that have 
not been seriously affected by high land' 
prices Without adding to the inflationary 
trend. Farm-development loans particu
larly are anti-infiationary because such loans 
are used to make improvements such as 
drainage, land clearing, and building repair 
and construction, and do not involve the 
purchase of land. 

A veteran entering the farming business 
needs assistance in selecting his farm and in 
planning his farming activities during the. 
first few years of his new occupation-a 
highly .specialized and competitive one. 
Also, as a resUlt of his mmtary serv19e, he 
has had little opportunity to accumulate 
suftlcient capital to make the dpwn payment 
needed to qualify for a loan from other 
sources. In ·order to give veterans a fair 
chance to purchase · farms ~nd to obtain 
aasistance needed to become firmly estab-
11shed ln this business, we strongly urge that 
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a minimum of $25,000,000 be appropriated 
for direct farm-purchase loans under the 
Bankhead-Janes Farm Tenant Act and that 
adequate funds be provided for effective 
administration of the program. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHAT PATERSON, 

Legislative Representative, American 
Ve~erans Committee. 

Mr. COOLEY. The American Legion 
is in f~:wor of this item. 

I believe that every labor organization 
in America and every farm organ~z:.tion 
in America is in favor of restoring this 
item to this bill. 

I will hereafter submit for your con
sideration the agricultural policies of the 
American Legion and the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars. 

This 1948 agricultural appropriation 
bill, as reported by the House Appropria
tions Committee, proposes to eliminate 
direct loans from the tarm-tenancy 
item, thereby denying qualified veterans 
with limited capital resources the op
portunity of entering the farming busi
ness. 

Two out of every three veterans work
ing in agriculture when they entered the 
armed forces have returned to farms. 
This group includes over a million vet
erans, many of whom desire to become 
farm owners. I believe 'that they should 
be given every opportunity to achieve 
this objective. . 

The Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 
1944, as amended, makes veterans eli
gible for loans under the Bankhead
J'ones Farm Tenant Act. The Bankhead
Jones Farm Tenant Act, as amended, 
further augments veterans' opportuni
ties of becoming farm owners by giving 
them preference over nonveterans. This 
act ako provides for special f:lrm-pur
chase loans to disabled war veterans. 

Under these authorities the Farmers' 
Home Administration has made over 
4,000 farm-purchase loans to veterans 
and had 49,235 additional applications 
from veterans, as of March 31, 1947. 

A veteran entering the farming busi
ness usually needs assistance in selecting 
his farm and in planning his farming 
activities during the first few years of 
his new occupation-a highly specialized 
and competitive one. Also, as a result 
of his military service he frequently has 
had little opportunity to accumulate suf
ficient capital and to make the necessary 
down payment to qualify for a loan from 
other sources. In order to gjve veterans 
a fair opportunity to purchase farms and 
to obtain assistance needed to become 
firmly established in this business I 
strongly urge that a minimum of $25,-
000,000 be· appropriated for direct farm 
purchase loans under the Bankhead
Janes Farm Tenant Act and that ade
quate funds be provided for effective ad
ministration of the program. Failure to 
provide these funds will, for many vet
erans interested in farming, deprive them 
of a right assured them under the GI 

. bill of rights. 
The committee report justifies the 

elimination of direct farm purchase 
funds on the basis that such loans are 
too inflationary. Without careful.selec
tion of farms this statement could be
come a reality. I . firmly bel~eve, hQw
ever, that a minimum of $25,000,000 
could· safely be loaned to veterans who 

desire to purchase farms from relatives· 
and others at less than current market 
prices, to veterans who need to develop 
and improve farms they already own, and 
veterans who are able to purchase farms 
in areas that have not been seriously 
affected by high land prices without 
·adding to the inflationary trend. 

To perform the combined and in
creased functions heretofore performed 
by predecessor agencies the Farmers 
Home Administration will have fewer 
employees in 1948 than Farm Security 
had at the time of consolidation. The 
appropri:?Jtions made available for the 
separate operations prior to the consoli
dation provided for 9,590 full-time em
pioyees-8,377 in Farm Security and 
1,213 in the Emergency Crop and Feed 
Loan Division. Through the merger this 
number has been greatly reduced. All 23 
regional offices of the Farm Security and 
Emergency Crop and Feed Loan Division 
were abolished by May 1, 2 months prior 
to the date required by the act. 

Requests have been made for $35,000,-
000 for direct loans for 1948 as compared 
with $50,000,000 for 1947. 

Fifteen million dollars has been re
quested for the purpose of activating the 
farm mortgage insurance program. 

It is intended to emphasize the farm 
mortgage insurance program. However, 
it will still be necessary to make loans 
from Federal appropriations as it will be 
necessary to take care of veterans' needs, 
many of whom do not have the necessary 
down payment to qualify under the mort
gage insurance plan. Indeed the most 
urgent question with respect to the use 
of loan funds is the extent to which such 
loans will be available to veterans of 
World War II now seeking to establish 
themselves on family-type farms. 

As of May 31, approXimately 49,000 
veteran applications were pending as 
compared with approximately 8,000 1 
year ago. In order to comply with the 
veteran preference provision of the act 
nonveteran loans have been suspended 
in more than 16 States. 

It has been necessary to channel prac
tically all remaining funds into veteran 
loans during the htst quarter of the year. 
Increase in number of veteran loans is 
emphasized by the fact that only 211 
loans were made in the first half of 1946, 
whereas 1,495 were made in the first half 
of 1947. Approximately $28,000,000 had 
been obligated as of February 28, with 
expectation that the principal portion 
of the original $50,000,000 authorization 
would be used by June 30. Of the 
amount obligated to date, more than 
half has been made to veterans and the 
remainder to nonveterans. There are 
above 40,000 nonveteran applications 
pending as of this date. 

The crop year 1945, which is the latest 
period for which complete collection re
turns are available, was the best year up 
tc that date from the collection stand
point. Seven million four hundred and 
eighteen thousand one hundred and 
twenty-nin~. dollars would have been re
quired in 1945 to meet payments · due on 
the basis of equal annual installment~. 
but borrowers actually paid $18,131,313 
in 1945 which is $10,713,184 more than 
schedule. From the beginning of the' 
program active variable payment bor-

rowers had made cumulative payments 
of $42,667,556 as against $24,299,786 
which would have been due under a fixed 
payment contract. Sixty-eight percent 
of the variable payment borrowers were 
ahead of schedule by an average amount 
of $1,021 or approximately four annual 
installments. Sixteen percent of the 
borrowers were exactly on schedule. 
Sixteen percent were behind schedule by 
an average amount of $259 or about the 
equivalent of one annual installment. 

The effect of the proposed cut in per
sonnel of the Farmers Home Administra
tion can only be fully .understood by tak
ing into -consideration the previous reduc
tions ·made in the personnel of the Farm 
S2curity Administration, predecessor to 
the Farmers Home Administration, and 
the total job now assigned to the Farmers 
Home Administration by the Seventy
ninth Congress. 

In the fiscal year 1942, the Farm Se
curity ·Administration had 19,045 full
time employees. The President's budget 
estimate for the fiscal year 1948 requested 
$30,000,000 with full-time employees to
taling 8,219. The committee bill reduces 
the amount for salaries and expenses to 
$18,000 ,000 which will provide for less 
than 4,800 employees. In other words, 
without taking into consideration the 
employees or the functions of the Emer
gency Crop and Feed Loan Division of the 
Farm Credit AG.ministration, which were 
transferred to Farmers Home Adminis
tration, the reductions in Farm Security 
Administration alone from 1942 to 1948 
under the President's budget estimate 
would be 10,826 employees or 56.9 percent. 
Under the House biil the reductions since 
1942 would be 14,245 employees or 74.8 
percent. Taking into consideration the 
personnel of the Emergency Crop and 
Feed Loan Division; the ·committee bill 
represents a reduction of 15,523 or 76.4 
percent since 1942. 

This agency was established by an act 
of Congress on August 14, 1946, after 
thorough investigation, will have on next 

. July 1, assets to be serviced during the 
fiscal year 1948 totaling approximately 
$800,000,000 including loans outstanding 
to more than 1,200,000 farm families. 
In addition, the President's estimate pro
vided for new loans and insured mort
gages totaling $141,505,000. On the basis 
.of the President's budget, the adminis
trative and operating costs of this agency 
represent 3.3 percent of the assets to be 
serviced and the loans to be made in 
1948. 

The loans made by this agency are to 
the small farmers who cannot obtain 
suitable credit from any other sour·ce. 
The proposed reduction will not only les
sen the opportunity for these small farm
ers of our Nation to succeed, but will 
seriously impair the Government's in
vestment in the loans outstanding, Such 
reductions can only result in losses of 
public funds ' direcly attributable to in
sufficient personnel for collecting out
standing Farmers Home Administration 
accounts. 

The committee seeks to force a drastic 
reduction in the personnel of the Farm

. e_rs Home. ~d~in!str.ation, a reduction of 
from 8,400 to 4,250. The result will be 
that the Administr.ator will have only 
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2.4· percent of the total assets to be ·ad
ministered for administrative purposes. 
Certainly we have no right to expect the 
agency to be administered properly and 
managed with such limitation upon funds 
for administrative purposes. The re
sult will be a very substantial loss to 
the· Federal Government, but perhaps 
this is the Republican Party's idea of 
economy. You economy-minded Re
publicans are having a field. day, but the 
country will know what you are doing 
to the farmers of the Nation and to the 
welfare of the people of this Republic. 
You are wrecking the farm program and 
you know it, but you seek to justify your 
action in the name of economy. You 
are not saving money. You are actually 
wasting money. You are not keeping 
faith with the veterans. You are break
Ing faith with them. By failing to pro
vide $300,000,000 for soil conservation 
you are taldng fr.om the farmers of 
America the money you promised them. 
You are repudiating your own obligations 
to those who live on the farm. You 
know that you are violating all of the 
established rules of the House and in
vading the prerogatives of the legisla
tive committee, for which you seem to 
have very little regard, and you are do
ing ' all of this merely because you have 
the votes and the p'ower to do it. There 
will come a day of reckoning and each of 
you will have to defend your position 
before the farmers of your districts. 
The responsibility is yours; and here and 
noW. you must assume it. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex
pired. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
OFFICE OJ' FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL RELATIONS 

Salaries and ~xpenses: For necessary ex-
penses for the Office of Foreign Agricultural 
Relations and for enabling the Secretary to 
coordinate and integrate activities of the 
Department in connection with foreign agri
.cu)tural work, including personal services 1n 
the District of Columbia and not to exceed 
$500 for newspapers, $628,000. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PHILLIPS of 

California: On page 13, line 4, strike out 
"$628,000" and insert "$428,000." 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, this is just a little effort on 
my part to improve the services of one 
agency in the Department of Agricul
ture. Eleven years ago we gave this 
agency $180,000 a year. Ten years ago, 
when it was a much better agency from 
the standpoint of the farmer, we gave it 
$380,000. We had in those days men 
like Fred Motz, Leo Mallory, Walter 
Schreiber, Nick Nielsen, Harry Reed, and 
Lloyd Steere, men who made names for 
themselves all over the world, men whose 
records were so accurate that they were 
used by the foreign governments in whose 
countries they served. 

Today we have a sort of adjunct to the 
State Department furnishing us with re
ports that are, as I said yesterday, often 
more of historic value than for immediate 
use. 

I am simply suggesting that if we had 
a better agency at $380,000, perhaps if 
we cut them back to $428,000 we will 

get a better one than we have now. Les 
Wheeler can run a goad office. He has 
in the past and he can again. Getting 
less· may encourage the Secreta.ry of 
Agriculture to see that this does not con
tinue to be an appendix to the State De
partment, but that it becomes again. an 
office of . the Department of Agriculture, 
standing on its own feet, giving a service 
useful to the farmers, and of which the 
farmers may be proud. 

I ask for an aye vote on my amendment 
to reduce this amount by $200,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Meat inspection: For carrying out the pro

visions of laws relating to Federal inspection 
of meat and meat-food products, $5,000,000, 
for deposit in . the Treasury of the United 
States as a working-capital fup.d, without 
fiscal-year limitation~ to be desigriated as the 
"Meat inspection fund," which shall l;>e avall
able for all expenses necessary to furnish an 
adequate and efficient Inspection or service, 
and hereafter ever-y person, firm, public 
agency, or other organization furnished In
spection or service under said laws, including 
inspection of meat and meat-food products 
offered for import or export apd the inspec
tion of horse meat and horse-meat products, 
shall pay the United States therefor in ac
cordance with regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary of Agriculture and at· rates and 
fees to be fixed by him, which payments, to 
be deposited in the meat-inspection fund, 
shall provide full reimbursement for the esti
mated cost attributable to the ful'nishing of 
such inspection or service, including scien
tific and technical investigations and labo
ratory services; investigations relating to vio
lations of, and authorized exemptions under, 
the laws relating to Federal meat ·inspection; 
supervisory, administrative, statistical, busi
ness management, and other costs; personal 
services 1n the District of Columbia and else
where, without regard to section 607 of the 
Federal Employees' Pay Act of 1945, as 
amended; rent in the District of Columbia 
and elsewhere; purchase and hire of passen
ger motor vehicles; printing and binding,· In
cluding the purchase of printed tags, labels, 
stamps, and certificates as authorized by 
the act of September 21, 1944 (7 U.S. C. 431); 
and other necessary expenses: Provided, That 
the Secretary of Agriculture may require ad
vance payment, posting of bonds, or other 
assurance of payment, in order to protect the 
Interest of the United States, and may with
hold or withdraw such inspection or service 

·for nonpayment of charges or fees, or failure 
. to provide the required assurance of pay
ment: Provided further, That inspection or 
other technical services may be rendered to 
Government and other public agencies, upon 
request, under the terms and conditions 
herein provided: Provided further, That a 
schedule of obligations and reimbursements 
of the meat-inspection fund, as of the close 
of the last completed fiscal year, and as esti
mated for the current and ensuing :fiscal 
years, shall be included in the budget as sub
mitted to Congress annually: And provided 
further, That payments shall be made for 
inspection or service rendered on and after 
July 1, 1947. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
. Amendment offered by Mr. HoPE: Page 23, 
· line 12, strike out the paragraph down to 
and including Une 5 on page 25. ' 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment, if adopted, wUl strike out 
the provision in the bill relating to meat 

Inspection. Heretofore, : ·.as , everyone 
knows, meat inspection has been carried 
on by the Bureau of Animal -Industry at 
public expense. Under -this amendment 
a revolving fund will be set up and there
after the packers and processors would 
be charged a fee for the inspection made 
by the Federal inspectors. 

We have had meat inspection for many 
years. · It is a health measure for the 
protection of the public and is compul
sory as far as meat transported in inter
state commerce is concerned. No one 
will deny the fact it has been effectively 
and efficiently conducted. 

If this amendment is adopted it is 
contended that for this year something 
like $6,00'0,000 will be saved the Treasury 
.of the United States, but no· one knows 
how many millions of dollars we may lose 
if it results in ineffective inspection. No 
one knows, what effect it may have upon 
the public health of the country if it 
impairs the effectiveness of the inspec
tion. 

It is my contention inasmuch as :p:1eat 
inspection was instituted for the benefit 
of the public and the public health it 
should be paid for by the public and that 
has always been the theory on which we 
have proceeded heretofore. It will be 
said that we have other inspection serv
ices where the industry pays the fee. I 
think that is well stated about the fish 
Industry. I know it is true of .the fruit 
and vegetable inspections that we nave. 
But let me call attention. to the fact that 
as far as other· agricultural commodities 
are concerned like fruits and vegetables, 
inspection is a voluntary matter, it is 
not required, it is a service furnished by 
the Department of Agriculture for the 
benefit not of the public but of the indus
try in order_ to enable the industry to 
merchandize the commodity on a quality 
'bas1s. It is a benefit to those who pay 
the inspection fees. 

I do not think anyone knows what will 
happen if we adopt this amendment. I 
assume that probably some packers who 
are now engaged in interstate commerce 
on a small scale may decide that they 
will stay within the State in which they 
are doing business, and to that extent 
the amount of meat which goes into in
terstate commerce and is :inspected may 
be cut down. In the case of the large 
packers they, no doubt, will have to go 
ahead and pay the fee, but every one of 
us knows that that fee will be passed on 
either to the consumer or passed back to 
the farmer; in most cases it will probably 
be the latter. At any rate, the public 
that is paying it now will continue to pay 
it, whether we pay for it in the form of 
Federal appropriations, as it should be 
paid, or whether it is a charge which is 
assessed by the packer against the publig, 

· or the farmer. ·, 
Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOPE. I yield to the gentleman 

from Washington. 
Mr. HOLMES. This· is an extremeiy 

important problem in relation to the 
public health, and it is extremely im
portant to the problem of the transport 
of meat in interstate commerce~ 

Mr. HOPE. It is.· 
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Mr. HOLMES. Do not these facts add 

to the Importance of the amendment 
that the gentleman Is proposing? 

Mr. HOPE. This is, of course, a very 
important matter from the standpoint 
of public health, but no ·one in the House, 
unless it 1s the members of the Sub
committee on Agricultural · Appropria
tions, knows anything about whether 
this thing will work or not. No one 
knows what the effect will be upon the 
public health. No one knows what the 
effect will be upon the farmer if the costs 
are pushed back onto him. No one 
knows what the effect will be upon the 
consumer. I · hope that amendment 
will be adopted. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
t~strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I happen to be an 
apple and pear grower out .West. We 
have comoulsory certification of every 
apple that leaves the State of Wash
ington. - The industry pays for all ot 
that inspection. We do that, of course, 
naturally in defense of our. own in
dustry, because in that way we can 
provide and assure the consumer of our 
products that everything is in line with 
Federal-State inspection. The same 
thing is true of several other industries. 
It is true also that the industry itself is 
one of the chief beneficiaries of Federal
State inspection. What we are discuss
ipg here is a service to the meat ·indus
try for which, so far, the public has been 
paying out of general funds. I submit 
'that that is manifestly unfair. It is not 
morai for an industry to have this bene
fit and not pay its just share. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from North ca'rolin'a. 

Mr. COOLEY. Is it not a fact that 
the fruit growers in the gentlem~n's 
-area are highly organized, and is it not 
a fact that the gentleman is now ad
dressing himself to a situation which 
exists in the Wenatchee Valley, and that 
you are highly organized, and you have 
a great cooperative enterprise out there, 
and that you pay your way? But, when 
you are dealing with meat you are deal
ing with something that has to do with 
every township in this country, and there 
is no way on earth for them to organize 
as the apple growers are organized. 

Mr. HORAN. May I answer the gen
tleman in this way: It is not the inten
tion of the Subcommittee on Agricultural 
Appropriations to change any dot or dash 
in the present system of inspection. All 
we are dealing with is the fiscal element 
as to who shall pay for this service. And 
I might say that we have been in com
plete agreement in our action by those 
responsible in the Department of Agri
culture. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentle
man from Kansas. 

Mr. HOFE. I just want to say to the 
gentleman that that is not the informa
tion I have from the Department of 
Agriculture in regard to this work. They 
tell me they do not favor it. 

Mr. HORAN. I do not want to belabor 
this point too much, because I am not 

closing debate· on this subject . . But I 
want-to say:that when we asked the gen-· 
tlemen of the Department whether .they 
could carry on this work under another 
arrangement, they assured us they could. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Did not 
Congress just a short time ago apply the 
same formula to the inspection of other 
commodities? I have fish in mind. I 
think· there were others. 

Mr. HORAN. Certainly; I understand 
they did. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I should like to ask 
this, and I do not know the answer to it. 
After the department with its $5,000,000 
of funds makes an inspection and bills 
the producer or the packer for it and he 
.does not pay it, what then? Would the 
department then refuse to inspect him 
thereafter, or what would be the answer 
to it, if the gentleman knows? I am seri
ous about it. 

Mr. HORAN. I can assure the gentle
man from Mississippi there is no· danger 
of a meat packer or· anyone else not pay
ing the bill. I can speak from experience 
on that item. If you want to ship in 
interstate commerce and there is a just 
invoice against your name or your firm, 
·you are going to pay that bill. We are 
not talking about unjust invoices. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman suggested 
that the industry would pay the cost un
der the terms of this bill. The gentle
man did . not explain what was meant 
by the industry. That means it will be 
passed back in proportion to the meat 
producer in this case. 

Mr. HORAN. That will be paid,-as all 
things are paid, by the buyer on a sellers' 
market, or the seller on a buyers' market. 
That is economic law that even the very 
able and distinguished gentleman from 
Texas cannot argue me out of. 

Mr. POAGE. That is right, but in the 
case of an industry like meat it means 
the producer and not the consumer, and 
not the processor, does it not? It means 
as far as meat is concerned that the pro
ducer is going to pay the bill. 

Mr. HORAN. We have that same prob
lem in the fruit industry. I do not think 
the present action on the part of the Con
gress in passing this on in an unjust way 
to the general public is a solution. Not 
at all. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, will be gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. HILL. How will this work regard
ing the small factories in the small towns 
and the small communities? 

Mr. HORAN. Exactly as it works to~ 
day, because we have not changed the 
system one bit. 

Mr. HTIL. But you will change the 
system. That is what worries me. 

Mr. ·HORAN. No, we will not; we will 
not change it one bit. 
. Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment close in 15 minutes, the 
last 5 minutes to be reserved to the com
mittee. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, this is an 
important am~ndment. I think it ought 
to be more fully discussed. It ought to 
be considered by the Committee on Agri
culture rather than in this summary way. 
I object. . 
. Mr. WORLEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amendment 
be again reported. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk again reported the amend

ment. 
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in support of the amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, as the gentleman from 

Kansas has just said, this is an impor
tant amendment. I know that even the 
economy-minded Republicans of this 
House do not want to take any action 
which might jeopardize the health of the 
people of this country. The matter 
should be considered by our committee, 
the legislative committee, the integrity 
of which is now greatly imperiled if not 
permanently impaired. 

· Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, wm the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle
man from Texas. 

Mr. POAGE. The gentleman has just 
stated that the purpose of meat inspec
tion is to protect the public, and that is 
the consumer. There would be just as 
much meat consumed in the United 
States if there was not a bit of it in
spected. 

Mr. COOLEY. I think the gentleman 
is correct. 

Mr. POAGE. But there will probably 
be a good many people who will buy it 
in every city. Therefore, it is not for the 
benefit of the producer that we inspect 
meat, but for the benefit of all the people 
in the United States. 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman is en
tirely correct. 

Mr. POAGE. This bill as now written 
· would place the burden, which is for the 
benefit of all the people, upon a small 
group of people who produce the meat. 
Is that not correct? 

Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman is ex
actly right. 

We are dealing with steers, bulls, and 
hogs, and the health and welfare of the 
American people, and, frankly, I feel 
that this economy bloc has actually gone 
"hog wild." 

We have a very distinguished Repub
lican on our committee, the gentleman 
from Indiana, Dr. GILLIE, who, unfor
tunately, could not be here today. He 
was here yesterday and in executive ses
sion discussed the great importance of 
meat inspection. Dr. GILLIE, I know, is 
regarded most highly by you Republi
cans. I know he is esteemed highly by 
his Democratic collegues. He is a veteri-

- narian and spent years•of his life in this 
particular work, the inspection of meat. 
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Were he here today, I am sure he would 
support the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
HoPE], the chairman of our committee, 
in p_resenting this amendment. 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to -my chair
man. 

Mr. HOPE. The amen~ment which I 
offered was offered at the request o{ the 
gentleman from Indiana, Dr. GILLIE. 
Had he been here, he would have offered 
the amendment himself. _ 

Mr. COOLEY. . I am glad to hear that. 
- Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? . 

Mr. ·cooLEY. · I yield. 
Mr. PACE. I am sure the gentleman 

would want to complete the record by ex
plaining the rea.Son for the absence of 
the distinguished Member from Indiana, 
Dr. GILLIE. . 
· Mr. COOLEY. Tlie gentleman from 
Indiana, Dr. GILLIE, is attending the 
funeral of our beloved colleague in In
diana, which explains his absence. 
· If we have a distinguished veterinar
tan on our committee who, as Mr. HoPE 
says, was the author of. this amendment, 
·if we are not going to follow him, and if 
we are not going to follow the distin.;. 
.guished Chairman of the Conlmittee on 
Agriculture, it seems to me it is unfortu-

. nate. Certainly we cannot be talking 
partisan politi~;s when we are dealing 
with a matter that is vital to the life' 
and welfare of the people o::: the Nation. 
· I do not question the good faith of 
Members when they say that tbe costs 
.should be paid for by the packers, but 
·actually we know that it will be paid 
·by the public. The big packers will pay 
the bill. They will label . the meat and 
sell the meat. But what about the little 
packer in the rural districts? They are 
going to sell the meat whether it is in

.spectecf or not, and the people will have 
to pay. 

Mr. HORAN . . Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. HORAN. I want to impress upon 

you once again that this does not change 
the system of inspection. It merely 

~changes the matter of payment and by 
whom the payment shall be made. 

. Mr. COOLEY. It merely changes who 
. pays the freight? · 

Mr. HORAN. That is right. 
Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman knows 

full well that the rich, powerful co-ops, 
such as you have in the fruit area of 
your district in Washington, can well 
afford to pay the bill. · 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. HORAN. I do not belong to a co

operative but I am .speaking in behalf 
of the system which I think is just. 

Mr. COOLEY. I think the gentleman 
has done a magnificent job here in Con
gress for the apple growers of his dis
trict. If the meat producers of America 
were as closely organized and as well fi
nanced, perhaps they could pay the bill. 

- But we are going to have hog killings 
. in every township and bull yearlings 

strung up to trees throughout the coun
. try, and going to market without any in

spection. Yesterday when Dr. 'Gillie 

talked to us, he painted a very horrible 
picture of the possibilities of this legis
lation. He talked about tubercular meat 
and meat diseases of every kind known 
to the animal industry. He spoke about 
the animals being slaughtered and sold 
to the consuming public. The life and 
certainly the health and welfare of the 
people of the Nation are at stake in this 
amendment and the public should pay 
for inspection from the Treasury of the 
United States. _ 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I have the highest re
gard for the chairman of the subcom
mittee and his associates. I am willing 
to economize as much as they are, and 
probably more, when it .comes to app1·o~ 
priations for Agriculture. But when it 
comes to jeopardizing the health of . the 
American people, then I must take issue 
with them. . 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. ~ 
yield. 

Mr. HORAN. I want to ask the gen
tleman if action on this bill changes 
any law by which a man can be put in 
jail for selling diseased meat. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. No; 
because the organic law requires that 
all meat flowing in interstate commerce 
shall be inspected. But what will hap
pen if this provision goes into operation 
and the appropriation is denied. You 
will see hundreds of new small packing 
·plants rising within the different States, 
doing solely intrastate business, where 
they are not subject to inspection, and 
you will also see a great deal of bootleg
ging, where the meat will be transported 
.across the lines of different States and 
people will not know the kind of meat 
they are getting. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I 
yield. 

Mr. WOODRUFF. I believe the gen
tleman's State is just as careful and just 
as particular in preserving the health of 
the citizens o:f that State as is the State 
of Michigan. I ·wish to say to the gen
tleman that in the State of Michigan 
every killing that is made at any plant 
in that State that is not inspected by 
Federal inspectors is inspected by State 
inspectors. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am 
glad that they have it in the State of 
Michigan. But when this law was origi
nally enacted it was for the protection 
of the public so that all meat going into · 
interstate commerce would come under 

·Government inspection and people 
would know that they were getting good 
meat that was free from disease and fit 
for human beings to eat. 

I believe the situation is a little differ
ent here than it was with pears and 
apples. Meat is a highly perishable 
commodity. The inspection must be 
made immediately . after the . animal 
is killed so that, the insides of the 
animal can be· examined to determine 
whether or not the animal was diseased. 
After the inside is taken out, oftentimes 
you are not able to discover whether that 

animal had any disease or not. So I say 
to you that this is a measure that is in 
the interest of the public health. If 
there is any laxity in the enforcement of 
it, then there may be ~ complete bre~lt
down in th'e distribution of good healthy 
meat throughout this country. 

1 dislike very much to see our intra
state system of meat distribution broken 
down and substituted by a lot of small 
tree slaughterers and others, like hap
pened in the OPA days, when a great 
deal of diseased meat was sold through
out this country. We owe it to the peo
ple to protect them. I am sure there are 
more people eating meat than are eating 
pears and apples in the State of Wash
ington and other States." 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, will .the gentleman yield? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield. 
.. Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. I would 
like to ask the gentleman as to what per
centage of the meat of the United States 
at the present time is under Federal in
spection. 
. Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I do 
not have the exact figure, but I assume 
it is at least 50 percent. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I will tell the .gentle-
man. It is 70 percent. · 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I thank 
the gentleman. Seventy percent of the 
meat of the country is federally in
spected. 

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. Not un
der Federal inspection? 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I leave 
it to the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Appropriations who has 
said it is 70 percent. This demonstrates 
that a large portion of the meat sold to 
to the American people is federally in
spected and goes out. with a Federal 
stamp placed there by a man paid by 
the Federal Government so that the meat 
is good and wholesome and from an ani
mal that was free from disease. 

I urge support of the amendment for 
the benefit of the health and welfare of 
all consumers. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. AUGUST 

.H. ANDRESEN] has expired. ' 
Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr,. Chairman, I 

rise in opposition to the amendment . 
Mr. Chairman, I find myself in this 

instance going along with other members 
. of the subcommittee. · I think this is 
one of the pertinent places in this bill 
where the .taxpayers' money can be 
saved upon the basis of a true economic 
approach. There has been much discus
sion about who was going to pay the 
freight if this language stays in the bill. 
I think anybody who is conversant with 
the procedure of the way eosts are passed 

. along to the consumer, knows that even
tually the consumer is going to pay this 
cost. As far as any Member being con
cerned about a great consumer con
stituency being. poisoned, I would like to 
suggest that the Member refer to his 
county and to his State legislative bodies 
and have enacted proper legislation for 
meat inspection. I do not think there 
is any legitimate .reason to be concerned 
along· that line. · 

I am .opposed to tne amendment and 
· request ·the HouS·e to· vote it down. I 
yield back the remairider of my time. 
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Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I 

ask unanimous consent to revise and ex
tend the remarks I made earlier in the 
day. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from. 
Mississippi? . 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SHEPPARD. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the last two words. 
Mr. Chairman, I have listened to this 

discussion with a great deal of interest 
because I have been interested in the 
livestock business all my life. It so hap
pens that I h~ve been through the pack
ing houses in Chicago numerous times; 
I have been on the killing floors and have 
seen the ihspectors work following the 
beef, pork, or mutton, from the live ani
mal down to the finished product. 

When the Meat Inspection Act was 
first passed the whole packing industry 
of the United States, unjustly I think in 
large measure, was under very severe 
attack. It might be said that the origi
nal act was almost punitive in character, 
but it bas worked out exceedingly well 
and the meat inspection has been exceed
ingly well done. Today every reputable 
packer wants the inspection, as well as 
the consumers who understand the im
portance of having healthy beef, mut
ton, or pork. 

Some fear has been expressed lest if 
we transfer the burden of the cost from 
the Federal Treasury to the industry, a 
lot of little packing plants will spring 
up all over the country situated wit~ 
State borders who will avoid this burden 
by not engaging in interstate commerce. 
As a matter of fact, Mr. Chairman, it is 
almost impossible that a thing like that 
should happen for this reason: a modern 
packing plant cannot be prosperous 
unless it engages in the production of 
byproducts as well as in the original 
slaughter of live animals, and if they 
engage in the production of byproducts 
they must be shipped in interstate com
merce and that automatical1y brings 
them within the inspection law. The 
day has long since gone by where the 
little slaughterer is contented with 
merely killing the steer and burying the 
hide, the bones, and the offal and selling 
only the meat. That daY has gone by 
long since. · 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. It is 

less than a year ago since that very thing 
was taking place. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. And it was tak
ing place only because of. the OPA price 
ceiling on live animals which created an 
artificial condition which, thank God, no 
longer exists. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I agree 
with the gentleman. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. That took place 
under the biack market; but you cannot 
have a black market in the free market, 
and that is what we have today. The 
man who is going to ·engage in the live
stock industry, be he producer, farme,r, 
rancher, or processor, or the final 
marketing outlet, wants his product well 
thought of by the cons~ng publi~. 

XCIII-377 

When a consumer goes into the butcher 
shop and sees on the side of a piece of 
meat "U. S. No. 1" that is the meat he 
wants; and every packer, great or small, 
knows that. 

All we do by this proposal is to say 
that the industry, being one of the great 
beneficiaries of the inspection service, 
ought to carry the burden of the cost. 
Every other industry carries the burden 
of the cost of inspection. I have been in 
the Chicago yards time and time again 
and have purchased live animals to be 
shipped home. Some had· to be in
spected for tuberculosis. Who paid the 
cost of inspection? I did. Should I 
not? Whose beef was it? 

That is all this amendment does. I 
think it is wise and consistent. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman. will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield. , 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. On the 

same theory that the gentleman paid for 
the inspection of cattle, then the con
sumer should pay for the inspection of 
the ·meat. 

Mr .. WADSWORTH. I am a con
sumer. The consumer eventually will 
pay anything that is part of the cost of 
production. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Either 
the consumer or the purchaser. 

Mr. WADSWORTH. Oneortheother, 
yes. Between them it will be paid. You 
never can tell where it is scattered. That 
is true of all expenses. When I . buy a 
pair of shoes in a store here in Wash
ington I pay part of the rent of the store. 
I do not know to what extent that hap
pens, but it happens in all business. 
There is nothing new or strange about 
that. It always happens. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I yield to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAVIN. Did the packers appear 
before the committee and present their 
opinion on this particular change? 

Mr. WADSWORTH. I do not know. 
I was not a member of the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York has expired. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on the 
pending amendment close in 10 minutes, 
the last 5 minutes to be reserved for the 
committee. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HILL]. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I hesitate 
to take the time of the committee now 
and further I hesitate to disagree with 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
York. I rise in support of the amend
ment. May I say to you this afternoon in 
these United States that the livestock in
dustry of this country has been built up 
because of the quality of the produc~ we 
sell to the people of our country. If we 
adopt the legislation as offered by _the 
committee we are going to Upset the 
whole meat-inspection program that we 
have been using for these many years. 

Not longer ago than day before yester- 
day I spoke to a member of this commit
tee who is a veterinarian of high stand
ing. He feels the same as I do. He feels 
that we better leave these regulations as 
they are. If we are going to change the 
meat-inspection law, let the bill come in 
as a separate bill, be referred to the 
proper committee, and have all the par
ties to the controversy given a chance to 
be heard. That is the very thing I ob
jected to in connection with the rule on 
this bill. The rule covered a straight 100-
percent piece of legislation. This is not 
an appropriation item at all. The con
sumers do pay for this inspection. We 
have been paying for this inspection and 
we are not objecting. No member of this 
committee has objected to paying for 
this meat-inspection service. 

I want to ask, Where is the pressure 
coming from to change it? Where is it 
coming from to change our meat-inspec
tion regulations. If you want a change 
in the meat-inspection laws, put it in a 
legislative bill; if there are people who 
wish them changed from the livestock in
dustry, from the packing industry, from 
the consumers, let us have hearings 
where all can give their testimony. 

Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. HOLMES. Does the gentleman 
think that that very important stamp on 
the dressed carcass of an animal marked 
"U. S. Inspected" would contillue to be 
used as widely and as thoroughly as it is 
being used now? 

Mr. HILL. It would not mean a thing. 
Today it is the United States of America 
behind that stamp. If you adopt this 
amendment you will still have it. If . you 
do not adopt it you could easily loose the 
real quality and general benefit of this 
most efficient service. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
KARSTEN]. 

Mr. KARSTEN of Missouri. Mr. 
Chairman, while I represent a wholly 
metropolitan district, where you do not 
find farmers, I am also interested in the 
welfare of the farmer. I dislike to see 
our farm program crippled. It has been 
demonstrated many times in our history 
that the prosperity of the people in the 
cities is in a large measure dependent 
upon the prosperity of the people on the 
farms. We have come to find in our 
economy that what hurts one group 
often reflects itself in consequential in
jury to other groups. 

·The people in the cities are dependent 
- upon those on the farms for food and 

for the necessities of life. Those on the 
farms are dependent upon the cities for 
markets for their products. 

At this time we are making great 
efforts to bring about price reductions. 
The hi~h prices we are experiencing af
feet all of our citizens and most of us 
will agree that the burden of our exist
ence would be much lighter if prices can 
be brought down to a reasonable level. 

Meat is the mainstay of the family diet 
of the average American family. Like 
other commodities, the price of meat has 
jumped more than double during the 
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past few months. Contained in this bill 
is an item for Federal meat inspection. 
Theoretically, the bill places the burden 
for the payment for inspection service 
upon the processors and handlers, but all 
of us know that this expense is ultimately 
going to be passed on to the consumers in 
the form of still higher prices for meat. 

We have a rigid sanitary code, pro
hibiting the interstate shipment of meat 
that has not been Federally inspected. 
We have made great progress in pro-

. tecting the American people by the en
forcement of these regulations, and to 

. do anything now that might weaken 
them, to my way of thinking, is taking a 
chance with the health of the American 
people. 

It has only been a few weeks ago that 
we passed a bill in this House providing 
several million dollars for the eradica
tion of hoof and mouth disease, not 

. within our own country but in Mexico. 
Congress went far, and I believe rightly 
so, in this instance in safeguarding the 
people of our Nation- against this danger. 
Disease in cattle is no respecter of State 
lines nor even the boundaries of coun
tries. 

For over 40 years, the Federal Govern
ment has borne the cost of Federal meat 
inspection. An outstanding record has 
been made. It ·would certainly be in
consistent for us to refuse to provide 
funds to continue this service. 

I urge that funds adequate to continue 
Federal inspection of meats under pres.
ent methods and standards be restored 

• to the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair· recog

nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
PRICE]. 

INSPECTION COST WILL BE PASSED ON TO 
FARMERS 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
the bill proposes to eliminate annual ap
propriations for meat inspection by pro
viding this year a nonrecurring appro
priation for a $5,000,000 revolving fund 
and requiring packers to pay fees to cover 
the cost of service. . 

The committee, in saying that the cost 
of meat inspection should be borne by 
the product, probably is saying in effect 
that the cost will be borne by the pro
ducer. 

The packers operate on a margin, and 
obviously are not going to absorb the 
cost. Packers will either pass the cost 
on to consumers or back to producers, 
and necessarily so. 

Consumers are already grumbling 
about food prices, with just cause, and 
some interests are capitalizing on dis
satisfaction with high food prices to 
spearhead a drive against the entire farm 
program and against national efforts to 
hold down prices generally. It is ex
tremely doubtful whether consumers will 
pay increased prices to cover the cost of 
inspection under present conditions, and 
it is certain they will not as supplies come 
more nearly into balance with demand. 

This may well mean that the costs of 
meat inspection will come out of the 
prices and income of farmers-the peo
ple who for many years in the past have 
had to subsidize consumers by taking 
prices and income below the parity level 
of fairness. This meat inspection is a 
small item of cost, but it can be one more 

· fiXed wedge between the price -paid by 
the consumer and the price received by 
the farmer. 

Until there is some way of distributing 
the cost of meat inspection as fairly as 
it is now distributed through taxation, 
we should support the inspection service 
by appropriations. Certainly, we should 
not force the farmer, who normally gets 
only a little over half of the consumer's 
meat dollar, to pay for this consumer 
service. 

From the standpoint of public policy, 
there is a clear advantage in maintain
ing meat inspection through public ap
propriations. This method helps to as
sure the public high-quality .. service . . If 
the service is maintained by fees paid 
by packers, they may-even though they 
pass the cost back to producers-acquire 
a feeling of proprietary interest in the 
service-a vested right to control. or in
fiuence the service. We should keep our 
meat inspectors as free from both subtle 
and direct pressure as our customs in
spectors and internal-revenue investi
gators. Meat inspection is, and should 
be, treated as an essential public service, 
paid for ·and controlled by the public, 
acting through Congress. 

The amendment of the gentleman from 
Kansas. [Mr. HOPE] should be adopted. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr: Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. · On the point at 
. issue I would like to say that when the 
processors begin paying the salaries 
of the inspectors you are not going to 
have free and independent Federal in
spection. I have seen that happen many 
times in State inspection with a number 
of State slaughterhouses. · 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRICE of Illinois. I yield to the 
gentleman from Arizona. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my re
marks , at the conclusion of the gentle
man's speech. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
ArizQna? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, I am 

apprehensive about any provision which 
will change our meat-inspection laws or 
practice. I know that during the recent · 
war the safeguards of inspection were let 
down and that at the rtsk of the Nation's 
health we tried to make meat available 
to our people regardless of its sanitary 
controls and inspection. All of us must 
have regarde(i that as merely a tempo
rary situation and hoped it would be very 
temporary. It may be that the provision 
as written into the bill might be satis
factory and effect some saving, but I am 
inclined to think that the saving is at 
too great a risk. 

Severa:! have spoken about the pride 
which the great packers take in their 
product-, and argue that they would 
maintain the hjgh quality under the pro
posed plan, but I am not sure in my own 
mind that such would be the case. I am 
old enough to remember some of the con
ditions preva111ng at the turn of the cen
tury in the days when Theodore Roose-

velt was President of the United States 
and before the ·passage of the Pure Food 
and Drug Act of 1906. In those days 
notable books were written, such as The 
Jungle; portraying the terrible conditions 
in the big packing plants, and indicating 
what a menace to the national health 
those conditions presented. We are 
thankful that President Roosevelt read 
some of that literature and took an Ex
ecutive interest in cleaning it up. 

No doubt the menace from animal dis
ease and unclean meat products at that 
time was as great a menace to the na
tional health as adulterated drugs or 
any other food product which Dr. Wiley 
later fought to eliminate. I cannot see 
how it would be possible to return to such 
a sad state of affairs, but I want nothing 
done in this bill that might lead to it. 
Therefore, as a measure of safety, I shall 
oppose this attempt at saving a little 
money at the risk of the Nation's health. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
PACE.] . 

Mr. PACE .. Mr.- Chairman, -on the 
merits of the amendment, the proposal 
is to let the packers pay the inspection 
fee, which means the consumers will have 
to pay it. Of course, when the money is 
paid by the United States Treasury the 
consumer is paying it; so there is not 
too much of a saving, as I see it. 

I want to direct my remarks to the 
distinguished chairman of the commit
tee. This is unquestionably, as he 
readily will admit, legislation on an ap
propriation bill. Is there any disagree
ment about that? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I am .not too certain 
about that. I think that this might 
very conceivably be in order under the 
Holman rule, because while it is legis
lation, it provides for a reduction of ex
penditures on its face, and while I have 
sought no parliamentary ruling on it, I 
am not so sure that the point of order 
would lie. 

Mr. PACE .. The law expressly says 
now how the cost of this inspection shall 
be paid, you propose to change it and 
you are therefore changing the Jaw. As
suming that it is legislation, which I 
think it is, the gentleman from Illinois 
stated that under the Reorganization 
Act the Senate committee was not even 
permitted to report out a bill with legis
lative language in it. Then when this 
bill reaches the Senate committee, this 
provision and other legislative language 
in the bill will be stricken out. It can
not be reported to the Senate with this 
language in it. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Let us clear that 
point. Very definitely not. The Sen
ate has no · authority to pass upon 
whether or not an item in a bill coming 
from the House is in order so far as that 
rule is concerned. 

Mr. PACE. Using the words of the 
gentleman himself-and I am not try
ing to · put new words in his mouth-he 
stated that under the Reoiganization 
Act the Senate committee was not per
mitted to report to the Senate an ap
propriation bill containing legislative 
language. It therefore seems to me the 
amendment should be adopted, and this 
question should be referred to the Com
mittee on Agriculture, where full hear-
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ing can be held and proper ·legislation 
reported to the Congress as to the best 
method of handling these inspection 
costs. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Dlinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from New York, who has been 
in the cattle-business all his life, made 
the case against the pending amendment 
to strike this out. This is not unadvised 
action that we take. Is there anybody in 
this Chamber who believes that the com
mittee on its own responsibility would 
undertake this action without careful 
consultation with the Department of 
Agriculture? Now, first let me make it · 
emphatic that the committee did not 
draw this language. This language, may 
I say to my good friend from Colorado, 
was drawn in the Department of .Agri
culture by the budget officer in consul
tation with the Bureau of Animal Indus
try and with the Department Solicitor. 
That is where it comes from. Now, 
we had ample discussion with Dr. lV"liller 
and with Dr. Simms, the head of the 
Bureau of Animal Industry, and the tes
timony both on and off the record is 
quite clear. I asked Dr. Miller; 

What fee do they pay, 1f any? 
Dr. Mn.LER. No fee. 
Mr. D:mx8EN. Is there any reason why they 

should not pay· a fee? 
Dr. MILLER. The only reason ls that there 

ls no requirement for them to pay a fee. 

Then I asked him whether or not it 
could be done . . He said; 

Now, if, as a public policy, it is desirable 
to have the packing industry pay for the cost 
o! -inspection, we can administer an efilctent 
inspection service under that· plan. 

There is no change. Not a single lay 
inspector will be changed. Not a single 
veterinarian will be changed. Not a sin
gle one of the 125 clerks will be changed, 
and there are some 2,986. All that will 
ltappen is the same service will be ren
dered that they render now. At the end 
of a quarterly period they will render a 
bill to the packer for the.amount of serv
ice that has been rendered, and with re
spect to the observation made by the 
gentleman from California [Mr. HoLI
FIELD), there is no subsidy fn it. The 
Federal Government still pays these sal
aries. This is nothing: else except a so
called capital account, as it were, with a 
fiscal-year limitation, and it is revolving 
in nature, so that the fees are taken in 
every quarter. These people are still 
under the discipline and still on the pay 
roll of the Department of Agriculture. 
There is no change. 

It occurs to me that before all these 
bland statements are made on the floor 
that perhaps you ought to refresh your
self a little on the record and see exactly 
what is before us. Now, that is the whole 
situation fn a nutshell. In addition 
thereto it will save $-6,140,000 this year, 
and we will be able to recapture an addi
tional $5,000,000 of capital account next 
year, so that there will be a saving from 
here on out of at least $11,000,000 or 
more every year for the Treasury of the 
United States. 

There is one other element that ought 
· to be included here. Do not forget the 

meat that goes abroad. The countries 
overseas have- regulations, rules, or stat
utes under which no meat can be ex
ported to their countries unless it is 
inspected. Out of the Federal Treasury 
we pay for the inspection of meat" that 
derives to the benefit and the profit of 
the packers of the country as it is sent 
into every comer of the world. Should 
there not be some pay for it? That is 
no advantage to the Federal Treasury. 

In addition, they maintain 7 labora
tories. They conduct chemical and 
pathogenical tests. They have labora
tories that work in the field of meat, oils, 
cereals, and curing materials. There is 
the whole story. We do it in some re
spects on perishable vegetables and 
commodities and there is a fee. On wool 
standards there is a · fee. On cotton 
fiber there .is a fee. On cotton stand
ards -there is a fee. On grain stand
~rds there is a fee. So this has been 
carefully worked out, and it is conso
nant with the fee system that applies to 
so many agricultural commodities to
day. Therefore I hope that the amend
ment to strike out this provision which 
will save money and put this burden 
upon those who have the advantage, 
without impairing its efficiency or effi
cacy whatsoever, will be voted down. 

Mr. GRANGER. Mr. Chairman, will 
~he gentleman yield? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield to the gentle
man from Utah. 

Mr. GRANGER. It seems to me the 
gentleman is missing the point that has 
been raised, in my mind at least. It 
seems to me if-the inspection is changed, 
of course the big. packer--

Mr. DIRKSEN. The inspection is not 
changed. 

Mr. GRANGER. Tbis is what will 
happen if the people who pay the sala
ries change--

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Federal Govern
ment pays the salaries. 

Mr. GRANGER. Just a minute. 
What will happen? The big packer can 
pay the fees -and he will pay the fees, and 
he will be very diligent in seeing that 
everyone else pays these fees, but what 
it will mean in the long run is that the 
little packer, who cannot have an in
spection of his own without this service, 
will simply be wiped out. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That question has 
not been raised with respect to $20,-
000,000 worth of fees that the Depart
ment of Agriculture collects. It may 
be that the distinguished gentleman 
from Utah thinks he knows more about 
it than do Dr. Simms or Dr. Miller, but 
we have some other ideas about it, and 
the Department of Agriculture thinks 
this will work out exactly as it is work
ing out at the present time. 

I suggest that the amendment be 
voted down. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Dlinois has expired. All 
time has expired. 

The question is on the amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. HOPE). 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. HOPE) there 
were-ayes 83, noes lO~t 

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I demand 
tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed as tellers Mr. Dmxsm 
and Mr. HOP~. 

The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported that there were-ayes 
114, noes 124. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

BUREAU OF DAIRY INDUSTRY 

Salaries and expenses: For necessary ex
penses, including not to exceed $500,000 for 
personal services in the District of Columbia, 
1n carrying out the provisions of the act of 
May 29, 1924 (7 U. S. C. 401-404), including 
investigations, experiments, and demonstra
tions 1n dairy industry, for carrying out the 
applicable provisions of the act of May 9, 
1902 (26 U. S. C. 2325, 2326 (c)), rela:ting to 
process or renovated butter, as amended by 
the act of June 24, 1946 (Public Law 427), 
and the act of May 23, 1908 (21 U. s. C 94 
(a)), insofar as it relates to the exportaiton 
of process or renovated butter, $1,011,000. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment, which I send to the desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DIRKSEN: On -

page 27, after line 12, insert a new paragraph 
as follows: 

"For repair of buildings, fence, electric 
line, and feed bunk, recently damaged by 
tornado at dairy . field station, Woodward, 
Okla., $5,300." 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment is a committee amendment 
and speaks for itself. It is merely to re
pair damage done by a · windstorm at a 
United States facility at Woodward, 
Okla. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, here is a proposition 
unbudgeted, unsupported by the Depart
ment, and unwarranted by any prece-
dent of the House. · 

We have had vastly greater national 
disasters. For instance, at Texas City 
the other day, in which the loss in life 
and loss in property was incomparably 
greater. If we start in making provi
sion for compensatory relief for dam
ages occasioned by every windstorm 
that blows, we are creating a precedent 
that will rise to haunt us for years to 
come. 

Mr. RIZLEY-. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the gentle
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. RIZLEY. I assume the gentle- · 
man knows that this-is a building that 
belongs · to the Department of Agricul
ture at Woodward, Okla., and these re
pairs -are for Government buildings at 
Woodward, Okla. They were blown 
down by a tornado. If the Government 
does not repair them and rebuild them, 
who would rebuild them? · 
· Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, there 

Is ample provision here for repairs to all 
necessary damage to Government prop
erty. . Of course, practically every time 
we have a windstorm a post office or 
other Government building is blown 
down or damaged. The proposition has 
not been presented to the Budget Bu
reau and the Department does not rec
ommend ft. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman Is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 
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· Mr. DmKSEN. Mr. Chairman. will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield . . . 
Mr. DIRKSEN. This amendment was 

approved by the subcommittee. . Ob
viously. windstorms and acts of God are 
not going to wait particularly upon legis
lative processes. Here are some dairy 
farms that have to be put into condition 
for use. If you want to leave them there. 
according to this ingenious argument of 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CAN
NON], -there is a chance to sa-ve $5,300, 
but they are go~ng to be facilities that 
cannot be used. Certainly this work 
ought to be done because these are Fed
eral buildings under the direction of the 
Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. RIZLEY . . The gentleman is ex
f!.Ctly correct. I was amazed and aston
ished at the distinguished gentleii_lan 
from Missouri [Mr. CANNON]; he surely 
must not have any idea what the facts 
are. These were ·Government building& 

. destroyed by tornado, ·some completely 
destroyed. Now he says they are going 
to practice economy by not repairing ot: 
rebuilding .these Government buildin.zs. 
I do not quite un~eystand that philos~ 
ophy or that argument. · 
· Mr. JENNINGS. · Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? · · · · · 
Mr. RIZLEY.. I yield. 
Mr. JENNINGS. It occurs to me that 

my very good friends are straining at a 
$5,000 gnat and wanting to swallow a 
iot of million-dollar camels. 
· Mr. RIZLEY. I am sure the distin
guished gentleman from Missouri is not 
objecting to this amendment simply 
because Woodward happens to be in my 
district and that I happen to belong to 
the Republican Party; I cannot imagine 
that is his reason for it. It is just hard 
for me to conceive the idea that he does 
not want to do anything· about restoring 
Federal buildings destroyed by an act of 
God. 

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield. 
Mr. MORRIS. As I understand, this 

matter was considered by the committee; 
it was not just grabbed out of thin air. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Of course it was not 
grabbed out of thin air. It is a com
mittee amendment, based upon an item

. ized statement of actual damages caused 
by the tornado. _ 

Mr. MORRIS. Certainly when a gov
ernment project is destroyed or dam
aged, we should repair it. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIZLEY. I yield. 
Mr. RAYBURN. Is the gentleman 

sure he said loud enough that Woodward, 
Okla., was in the congressional district 
of the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
RIZLEY]? 

Mr. R!ZLEY. Yes; may I say to my 
distinguished friend from Texas, he un
derstood the gentleman from Oklahoma 
correctly. Woodward is right in the 
heart of the great Eighth Oklahoma Con
gressional District, the outstanding agri
cultural district in Oklahoma; in fact, 
one of the outstanding agricultural dis· 
tricts in the United States. 

- The CHAIRMAN. The question · is
on the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from· Illinois. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Th~ Clerk read as follows: 
National Arboretum: For the maintenance 

and development of the National Arbor-etum 
established under the provisions of the act 
approved March 4, 1927 (20 U. S. C. 191-194), 
including travel expenses of the advisory 
council, $436,900, of which not to exceed 
$350,000 shall be available for the acquisition· 
of adjoining land, and not to exceed $2,500 
may be expended for employment pursuant 
to the second sentence of section 706 (a) of 
the Organic Act of 1944 (5 U. S. C. 574) as 
amended by section 15 of the act of August 
~. 1946 (Public Law 600). 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
another committee amendment that 
relates to the-same matter. 
--The .clerk read as follows: -
· Amendment offered· by Mr. DmKsi!:N: bri 
page 30, after line 7, insert a nuw paragraph, 
as follows': . . . . 
· "Southern Gr~at_ Plains Fiel4 Station: Fo~ 
replacement and repair of buildings, equip
:tnent, and supplies, ut111ttes, fences, and 
other general repairs and clean-up operations 
from ·damages due to the ·recent tornado 
at Woodward, O~la., $45,690." • . 

Mr. DIRKSEN. These, · Mr. Chair., 
ma:t;l, are also buildings that· were 
destroyed by the windstorm and must 
be replaced and repaired. 
. Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 
-· Mr, DIRKSEN. I yield. 

. Mr. McCORMACK. And these build
ings. were owned by_ the Government? 

·Mr. DffiKSEN. Owned by the Fed
eral Government; yes. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHI'ITEN. I would like to ask 
about the information · relative to this 
damage. While this was considered in 
the subcommittee there was no evidence 
of any sort whatever and it was not pre
sented to the whole committee. I would 
like to know from whence comes the in
formation as to the extent and amount 
of the damage? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I can tell the gentle.; 
man because this was prepared in the De
partment of Agriculture. A seed house 
costing $15,000 was completely · demol
ished; a machinery shed costing $7,000 
was completely demolished. There was 
a seed cleaner dust bin demolished cost
ing $500. That results in a total of 
$22,500. 

Then there was a machine shed, four 
frame dwellings, a frame pump house, 
office building, fr~me soil house, and 
three metal bins; also a quantity of ma
chinery and equipment, including trac
tors, grass seed clipper mills, binders, 
cultivators, and so forth; then there was 
office and laboratory equipment and 
seed and supplies, blown away or dam
aged by water, then a power line was 
destroyed and two transformers de
molished; there was also the rebuilding 
of fences and tree removal, where trees 
had blown into the area. 
·· The total amount was $50,900. 

Mr. WHITTEN. The gentleman has 
an~weted my question. He does have 

the figures from the Department of Agri-· 
culture. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. In the greatest of de
tail. 
· The CHAffiMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from Illinois. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Agricultural chemical investigations: For 

conducti11g the investigations contemplated 
by the act" of May 15. 1862 (5 U.S. C. 511, 
512). relating to the application of chem
istry to . agriculture; for the biological," 
chemical, physical, microscopical, and tech
~ological investigation of foods, feeds, drugs, 
plant and animal products, and substances 
used in the manufacture thereof; for investi
gations of the physiological effects and for 
the pharmacological testing of such prod
ucts . a]1d of insectici(les;_ for . the lqvestiga-, 
tion and development of methods · for the 
manufa,cture of · sugars, su,gar_ sirups, and 
st_arches and the utilization of new agricul
tural materials for such purposes; and for 
the technological Investigation of the utlll~ 
zatlon of rruits and vegetables and for frozen 
pack · i:n~estigatlons; $5i1,500. . . 

· Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
ariA amendment. 
· Tlie Cler}:t read as follows: 
- · Amend:tpent offered by Mr. DmKSEN: On 
page ~5, line 16, strike out the period, insert' 
a comma and the following: "and there shall 
be transferred to the Bureau of Agricultural 
and Industrial Chemistry, from Government 
surplus without compensation therefor, a 
certain parcel of real property of. approxt_
mately one acre .(consisting of lots 37 and 
38 of Deal and Kreiser subdiv~ion, and lots 
24 and 25 of tract 728 in the city of Pasa
dena, ·calif.), valued at . approximately 
$15,800.". 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr~ Chairman, this 
language appeared in the Budget but was 
inadvertently omitted from the commit
tee print. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, we 
have no objection to the amendment~ 
It should be approved. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle. 
man from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Forest products: Experiments, investiga

tions, and tests of forest products under sec
tion 8, at the Forest Products Laboratory, or 
elsewhere, $1,000,000, of which at least $11,050 
shall be expended for research in the ut111-
zation of waste woo~s. · 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. DAVIS of Wis~ 

consin: On page 41, line 21, strike out 
"$1,000,000" and insert "$1,555,000." 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair
man, I am not unaware of the advice 
that is usually given to newcomers of 
this House that they should keep their 
eyes and ears open and mouths closed 
for a while, and while I have been here 
a little over 3 weeks I feel compelled, 
because of my direct concern with the 
slash in 'the fund for the Forest Products 
Laboratory at Mad.ison, Wis., to speak 
up, and I do it reluctantly, because I 
have a great deal of respect ·for this sub• 
committee, and ·I -am· not unaware of 
the great respect in which·the chairman 
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of the subCommittee ls 'held throughout 
my own .Middle West. But, I · am 
prompted to do · that, and particularly to 
take issue with the statement of the sub
committee in their report on page 21 

·that-
The work of the Forest Products Laboratory 

at Madison, Wis., has never enjoyed the high 
esteem of the committee or of the Congress. 

. Much of the work pursued at this labora
tory is academic or visionary 1n character 

''and has not, in the opinion of the committee, 
given practical results consonant with the 
vast sums which have been applied over the 
years. 

As a result of that feeling on the part 
of the committee they reduced the re-

. quested appropriation. which was in ac
cord with their appropriation last year 
when the pay raise is taken into con
siteratton, to the fiat StUn of $1,000,000. 
I cannot help but feel that this slash in 
funds is due to a misunderstanding of 
the practical value of this institution in 
my home State and the failure to under
stand the work that they have accom
plished and .that they are now accom-
plishing. . 

First of all, I think we all should know 
that Mr. George Hunt, the present direc-. 
tor who took ov.er not more than 2 years 
ago a~ M~dison, is a sincere and prac
tically minded research director. I am 
not familiar with what type of director
ship this institution has had in the past. 
But, I am familiar with and I know per-

. sonally the highly qualified gentleman 
who is .director of this institution at 
Madison at the present time. 

. I would like to also call to the atten
tion of this Committee the statement of 
my colleague. the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. HoRAN], a member of that 
committee. when -he pointed out to the 
members of this subcommittee on page 
138 of the hearings, as follows: 

Mr. Oliairma.n, they are all utilizing a part 
of our natural resources that · otherwise 
would go to waste. 

Any of you who live in the forestry 
areas and have seen the tragedy that 
beset their lands. where the part that 
could be used for good · timber was cut 
and the rest of it was permitted to be 
spoiled. can understand very well the 
language of the gentleman from Wash
ington on page 138 of those hearings. 

Mr. Trayer, Chief of the Division of 
Forest Products. who testified before the 
committee. was asked to provide a sum
mary of some of the completed projects 
of the Forest Products Laboratory at 
Madison during December 31, 1946. Mr. 
Trayer furnished to the committee, and 
they appear beginning on page 111 of the 
report, a list of 825 projects that have 
been completed by this laboratory. It 
was made plain that these projects are 
illustrative and not inclusive of all the 
projects that have been completed. 
Among them were a great number of war
time projects, such as packaging work for 
the Army ordnance. They reduced ship
ping damages in some cases up to 50 per
cent. In · 1 year alone they reduced 
the lumber requirements by over 1,500,-
000,000 board feet. and instituted· new 
packaging procedures. Por the War 
Production Board. by establishing a pilot 
plant, they revolutionized the process of 

obtaining alcohol from waste wood prod
ucts, something we needed badly in war
time and somethiiig that we got for al
most nothing. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman. will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. . I yield to 
the gentleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. RIVERS. This laboratory at 
Madison, Wis., serves the entire U.nited 
States on all products and is not confined 
to any one area? 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That is 
very definitely true. They have the as
sistance of seven other use stations for 
utilizing these products throughout the 
country, but they serve the whole United 
States. 

Mr. RIVERS. They have saved this 
Nation countless millions of dollars. 

Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin. That is 
also true. 

The wartime record can be shown to 
have continued during peacetime, and 

. to have existed during peacetime prior 
to the war. 

One of the things they have done is 
develop a process for the production of 
newsprint from lumber that could not 
be used for that purpose before. Over 

. on the other side of the Capitol they are 
. investigating the newsprint situation to

day. Would anyone here say that in 
view of that shortage the :P:roject for 
permitting this use is something that is 
visionary or something that is not prac-

, tical? · · 
l cannot help . but submit to this com-

. mittee ·as a whole, in spite of my respect 
for the subcommittee. that·t'hese projects 
have been neither academic nor vision
ary but they have been practical, and 
that they have returned to the people 
of America a thousandfold every dollar 
that has been invested. I hope this 
committee will see fit to adopt the 
amendment restoring the appropriation 

~ for this worth-while Government agency. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman. I ask 

. unanimous ~onsent ~hat all debate on 
this amendment close in 10 minutes. the 
last 4 minutes to be reserved to the com
mittee. 

· The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

niZes the gentleman from South Caro-
lina [Mr. RlVERSl. , 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman. I do not 
think anyone can say there was a man
date at· the last election to cut the activi
ties of this very important laboratory. 
This is the most important laboratory 
operated by the Department of Agricul
ture and the Forest Service in the whale 
Nation. to my knowledge. For the 6 
years I have been in Congress we have 
been fighting, with help from all over the 
Nation, to maintain this important lab
oratory and others at. places where the 
research for the improvement of forestry 
management and the improvement gen
erally of forest products is carried on. 
In our activities we found a great need 
for the continuation of the activities of 
this laboratory. The gentleman from 
Wisconsin :has told you very ably that 
this is not a sectional thing but a na-

tional thing. It serves the entire Nation. 
It has brought returns a millionfold to 
the taxpayers and those who are inter

,ested jn the· prod11cts of the forest. No-
body can estimate the value of this thing 
to the . entir~ Ame.rican people. 

I hope that the Committee will not 
seriously object to this amendment. We 
would be wise indeed to make it possible 
for this laboratory to carry on with this 
very distinguished director. because I 
am confident 1f more of us knew more 
about it many more of us would be here 
defending and justifying ·its continued 
expanded activity. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Florida [Mr . 
SIKES]. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I sub
scribe to what our able friend, the gen
tleman from Wisconsin, and my distin
guished colleague, the gentleman from 

. South Carolina, have had to say about 
the importance of the Madison labora
tory. Its work should be continued 
Without reduction. 

It may be that the people who are con
ducting experimental. research in Madi
son need to have a fire built under them 
so that we can see more tangible results 
from their work. The commercial ap
plication of research and its value to the 
Nation's economy is its real justifica
tion. But ·the fact remains, Mr. Chair
man, Madison is now engaged in highly 
important experimental work which 
should be carried through to comple-
tion as .rapidly as .possible. · 

At this time 1n our Nation•s history, 
when reduced forestry resources threat
en to become a more and more serious 
matter. we can m afford to eliminate ex
perimental work which may within a 
short time make it possible for us to uti
lize in industry many wood products not 
now being used. 

As only one illustration. I have in 
mind experimentation which is going on 
in the utilization of scrub oak. gum,, and 
poplar. which commercially are now 
considered to possess very little value. 

Not only shall we find it necessary to 
use better methods for the maintenance 
and conservation of our forestry re
sources, but in addition we may have to 

· depend largely upon these now virtUallY 
useless woods in the future manufacture 
of paper, fiberboards, and tannin. The 
Madison laboratory has in process im
portant studies on these woods. During 
the war we used billions upon billions of 
feet of our finest timber. We must face 
the fact that our best timber is gone. 
Today we are cutting timber faster than 
we are growing it. We cannot inde.fi
nitely continue that process without 
getting hurt and hurt bad in this coun
try. Our economy is t·oo strongly de· 
pendent upon timber to neglect ft. 

The laboratory in Wisconsin, the 
largest of its kind, the one which is car
rying on the most complete ,and compre· 
hensive experiments on the- entire sub
Ject of the utilization of forestry prod· 
ucts, is in a position to make material 
contributions to the Nation. and I think 
it would be poor economy to limit its ac
tivity at this highly strategic period in 
its history. 
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The CHAIRMAN. '!'he Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
tn opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, over the years the ap
propriations for the Forest Products Lab
oratory has received a great deal of con
sideration. May I say to my esteemed 
friend the gentleman from Wisconsin, in 
whose district this laboratory happens to 
be, that some years ago I went up to 
take a look for myself. I was sort of 
looking around at some of our agricul
tural installations and, frankly, I can
not disclose on this floor what I found. 
That does not apply to the present Di
rector but to the previous Director. Sub
sequently, when we had hearings on the 
matter he came to Washington. He in
vited me to dinner. He wanted to talk 
to me. So I went to see him at the Met
ropole Club. He fairly wrung his hands 
and said, "What can I do? What can I 
do?" I said, "My friend, the best thing 
you can do is get on a train tonight and 
go back to Madison where you belong." 

. So I took a look at some of the things 
going -on there. I think the committee 
was charitable when they say so much 
b; highly visionary and highly academic. 
Go through this whole list that they re
cite and they will give you a list as long 
as your arm of the things they have 
done. They have showed statistically 
that ''the fiber cavities of wood do not 
change on swelling and shrinking for the 
average of many species." That is what 
they show. They have showed that "the 
relative humidity at which wood impreg
nated with aqueous solutions starts to 
shrink is determined by the relative va
por pressure over the solution." 

Now, is not that marvelous? Our 
friend the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CANNON] years ago used an expression 
when we were dealing with these regional 
laboratories, "We want no chemical curi
osities." That is one of the things they 
are turning out-a lot of arithmetical, 
geometrical, chemical, and pathological 
curiosities. So they can fill this book 
with that sort of thing, but this commit
tee wanted some results at the practical 
level. That is the reason we cut this 
down, because we thought it was a ·waste · 
of funds. . 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. SIKES. Does not the gentleman 

realize that that type of information is 
essential in the manufacture of pulp and 
paper and synthetic products? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Yes; I realize that is 
just as necessary as knowing something 
about the stratosphere, ·but if it is not 
applied to some actual benefit for hu
mankind then why maintain the labora
tory? We have got enough scientists who 
are living in stellar realms today who 
find great delight in manufacturing 
equations of one kin"d or another, but the 
final test is, What does it amount to at 
the barnyard level? That is what we 
are interested in. 

Mr. RIVERS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? _ . : . . · 

Mr. DmKSEN; Yes; I yield. 
Mr. RIVERS. That might be curious 

to you but it ~ not curious to somebody 

who knows something about · growing 
timber. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Well, this is very 
serious with us. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

All time has expired. 
The question is on the amendment of

fered by the gentleman from Wisconsin 
[Mr. DAVIS]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. DAVIs of Wis
consin) there were-ayes 54, noes 81. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
To. enable the Secretary through the Forest 

Service to advice timberland owners and as
sociations, wood-using industries or other 
appropriate · agencies in the application of 
forest management principles to federally 
owned lands leased to States and to· private 
forest lands, so as to attain sustained-yield 
management, the conservation of the timber 
resources, the productivity of forest lands, 
and the stabilization of employment and 
economic continuance of forest industries, 
and to carry into effect, through such agen
cies of the Department as he may designate, 
the provisions of the Cooperative Farm For
estry Act, approved May 18, 1937 (16 U. S. C. 
568b) (not to exceed $660,034), and the pro
visions of sections 4 (not to exceed $83,700) 
and 5 (not to exceed $65,766) of the act ap
proved June 7, 1924 (16 u. ·s. Q. 567-568), 
and acts supplementary thereto; in all, not 
to exceed $809,500, of which not to exceed 
$54,636 may be expended for personal serv
ices in the District of Columbia; and not 
io exceed $30,000 for the construction, al
teration, or purchase of necessary buildings, 
and other improvements: Provided, That in 
carrying into effect the provisions of the Co
operative Farm Forestry Act, no part of this 
appropriation shall be used to establish new 
nurseries or to acquire land for the estab
lishment of such new nurseries. 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, as one who spent con
siderable time before the Agricultural 
Subcommittee of the Committee on Ap
propriations, I want to express apprecia
tion for the. patience and uniform cour
tesy shown by the chairman and mem
bers of that subcommittee, during- their 
hearings, and to commend them for the 
thoroughness of their deliberations. 

I am extremely gratified that the com
mittee has allowed the full amount of 
budget estimates in certain important 
items affecting forestry. I refer particu
larly to the appropriations for forest fire 
cooperc.tion, for farm and other private 
forestry cooperaticn and for experimen
tal forests and ranges. In the South we 
nave very little public land and these 
cooperative programs of protection from 
fire and of technical aid to landowners 
are vital to progress in forest conserva
tion. 4nd our forests in turn are the 
lifeblood of many communities and in
dustries. 

However, other provisions in this bill 
which carry reduced appropriations for 
vital forestry services do not seem con
sistent with the needs for a program in 
keeping with the great importance of 
the Nation's forests. For example, the 

· amounts provided for investigations in 
forest management, forest products, and 
forest resources carry in total, reductions 
amounting to $1,210,000 in comparison 
with the appropriations for fiscal year 
1947. 

New methods of turpentining trees 
developed under th~ forest-management 
investigations program have been of in
estimable value to our naval stores in
dustry. Further improvements are 
needed and any slowing uown of progress 
now will be felt by thousands of people. 

I am particularly concerned over the 
very heavy reductions for research in 
forest resources investigations. . This 
is the item under which the widely recog
nized forest survey of the United States 
is conducted. We have had an initial 
survey in the South virtually completed 
and our industries found it of great value 
in planning their operations. .I do not 
share the opinions of the committee as 
expressed in their report that this work 
is of little practical value and I am sure 
that many forest industries i_n the South 
share my feeling. We want to see this 
survey kept up to date as a basis for 
further planning. 

Likewise, I cannot accept without com
ment the opinion of the committee that 
research in forest products as conducted 

· at the Forest ·Products Laboratory is 
visionary. Here again there are in the 
South many recipients of the research 
results flowing from the laboratory who 
will not agree with the committee opin
ion or appropriation action. As only one ' 
important example, I mention experi
ments on the use of scrub oak in the 
manufacture of paper and board and the 
derivation of tannin from its bark. 
Thousands of acres in the South are pro
ducing this now worthless tree. 

Other portions of the bill concerning 
research in agricultural crops show no 
such proportional reductions. This I am 
glad to see; but in the southeastern 
United States we have more forest land 
than cropland. And we have a lot of 
forest land that ought to be back in for- · 
est land. Our forests are depleted, and 
their production is low compared to what 
it could be. Over half the southern for
ests are in industrial or similar owner
ships, both large and small, with the re
mainder owned principally by farmers. 
There is a considerable acreage in public 
forests and parks. Practical technical 
information is the most important tool 
that these owners can have at hand in 
operating their forests, and this tool is 
a result of research and investigation. I 
am greatly disappointed that forest
research services to our people will be 
weakened with the passage of this bill. 

I am also disturbed over other pro
visions in the bill as they affect forestry. 
Total reductions approximating $16,000,-
000 for the United States Forest Serv
ice cannot be taken lightly at a time 
when national resources have suffered 
several years of intensified depletion dur
ing the war. We discovered during these 
years what shortages of a-vital resource 
really means. Tpen they were primarily 
due to necessary diversion of lumber and 
other forest products to the war effort. 
All home-building . and other activities 
forming a part of peacetime progress 
came to a standstill. This same thing 
could happen in the face of shortages due 
to scarcity, and forest -resources are ever 
growing scarcer. Right now we are 
using tiinber faster than we are growing 
it, and our best timber is gone. If we _do 
not take aggressive action to adopt and 
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implement a broad forestry program de
signed to rebuiid this resource, we are 
asking for eventual return of public con
trol of production, distribution, and 
prices such as we had- during the war. 
These things can be avoided only \vheh 
an abundance of resources are present. 
I want to see our economy stay free, but 
we must face the fact that the Federal 

· Government must exercise leadership 
and pioneer in this -matter of forest con
servation. if we are to really get on top 
of the job. There is considerable doubt 

-in my mind that the Congress has ever 
supported forest conservation as fully as 
it should be supported. For these rea
sons I regret any retrenchment or any 
giving of ground in our public efforts to 
advance conservation in forestry. In 
fact, we could more properly be debating 
the amount of increased appropriatio~s 
for this activity rather than confining 
our deliberations to reductions. · 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

FOREST DISEA!;>ES 

Mr. Chairman, tne committee cut $80,-
720 from t~e budget estimate of $440,000 

. for investigation of diseases of-forest and 
shade trees and forest prpducts, and 
methods of their control. The amount 
allowed, $359,280, appears on line 25, 
page 28, and lines 1 and 2, page 29 of 
the bill. In · the report, page 16, under 
the heading "Forest Q.iseases," the com
mittee states that the $80,720 cut was 
that part of the fund heretofore "allotted · 
for work on diseases of young natural 
stands and · .plantings <including white 
pine blister rust, chestnut olight, and 
rust of southern 'pines)." ' ' 

Very little testimony appears in the 
'hearings · relative to the work covered 
. by the· $.80,720 disallowed. Dr. Cullinan, 
Assistant Chief· of the Bureau' of Plant 
Industry,. Soils, and Agricultural Engi
neering, of the Beltsville Experimental 
Station, was asked a few -questions. His 
testimony begins on page 7.73 of the hear
ings. Evidently no one connected with 
_the experiment station thought ant of 
the projects were in danger, as there has 
never been any question about the fine 
work. the Beltsville station has been doing 
in connection with the projects elimi
nated. 

The work eliminated is. essential if we 
intend to protect our forests which, as 
everyone. knows, · we are fast depleting. 
In 1909 our saw timber was 2,826,000,
ooo.ooo· board feet. In. 1945 the esti
mate was 1,601,000,000,000. This indi- . 
cates that' in 36 years we reduced our 
s~w timber 44 percent. At present we 
are making terrific drains upon our saw 
timber. Last year we cut or destroyed 
53,900,000,000 board feet of saw timber 
and against this the estimated growth of 
saw timber amounted to only 35,300,-
000,000 feet. Thus it will be seen we 
overdrew our saw timber account by 18,-
600,000,000 board feet. 

Now, if we are going tp stand by and 
see diseases ravage our forests-the 

. chestnut blight has already killed all 
of our American chestnut trees-we are 
going to be right up against it for timber 
1n a very short time. 

I am not offering an amendment to re
store the cut, because I think the proper 
way to proceed 'is for the Senate t_o ·bring 

in the scientists from Beltsville for ex
amination. I am fully convinced if this 
is done the cut will be restored. 

Our forest problem is becoming such 
a serious problem that we cannot afford 
to assume the risk of our forests being 
further · depleted from diseases. We 
should do everything in our power to 
protect our forests. 

Most of the projects that the cut elimi
nates are in their final stages. It would 
be absolute folly to discontinue the work 
at this time. 

In the interest of-preserving our fu
ture forests, it is important that the 
diseases which attack young trees oe held 
in check. The Forest Service, National 

·Park Service, Soil Conservation Service, 
State agencies and others depend on 
the Bureau for information on control-
ling 'the diseases. · 

In addition to devising better control 
methods, important progress has been 
made in developing hybrids of white 

·pines resistant to white pine blister rust, 
of chestnuts resistant to chestnut blight, 
and loblolly pines resistant to fusiform 
rust. · Further selections and testing are 
necessary before the varieties should be 
releasec:J for extensive planting. Dis
cont~uance of the work would jeop
ardize the investment iu these experi
mental plantings. 

The forests of the future must develop 
from young trees. Diseases of young 
trees frequently prevent the growth of 
desirable timber stands and plantations. 
It is important to study these diseases 
to determine methods of controlling 
them, also to develop disease-resistant 
hybrids. The Forest Service, National 
Park Service, Soil Conservation Service, 
State agencies, and private owners, de
pend on the ·Bureau for assistance in 
controlling these diseases. The sudden 
tel·mination of long-time research in 
this field not only disturbs cooperative 
arrangements with State experiment 
stations and other agencies, govern
mental and private, but also causes large 
losses resulting from discontinuing long
term investigations and breeding proj
ects, and failun. to prepare reports and 
publications relating to them. 

The cut would eliminate 19 average 
annual positions and affect the work at 
12 locations scattered over the entire 
United States. Since the work is part
time at 9 of the locations, the elimina
tion of funds for the project will have 
the effect of curtailing important work 
on other projects. . Altogether, for-est 
disease work will have to be discontinued 
at 6 locations: Saucier, Miss.; Chico, 
Calif.; Flagstaff·, Ariz.; Savannah, Ga.; 
·syracuse, N.Y.; and Glenn Dale, Md. 

The disease investigations and re
search under this project which would be 
eliminated include: 

First. White pine blister rust, includ
ing selection and propagation of pine and 
ribes re.Sistent to the disease, $25,800. 

Because of white pine blister rust, 
forest reproduction of white pines can 
now be attained only with costly control 
measures. So ·that future plantations 
of this important forest tree may be safe 

, from the rust, several proiilising selec
. tions of eastern white pine resistant to 
'the disease in initial tests have been ·de
veloped by cooperative work with :the 

Wisconsin Agricultural Experiment sta
tion and the forestry school at Syracuse 
University. Further testing is needed be
fore these strains should be released to 
Government, State, and private nurseries 
for large-scale propagation and distri
bution. On the Pacific ·coast, similar 
selections are being made of the sugaT 
pine. and promising new hybrid pines 
developed by the Forest Service are being 
tested for rust-resistance. .Assistance to 
other agencies is also being continued 
in the development of better methods for 
the control of blister rust. 

Accidental introduction of white pine 
blister rust from Europe in about the year 
1900 brought the gravest threat to the 
immenselY important white pines of 
North America, the most important 
species in the United States being the 
eastern white pine, western white pine 
in the Northwest and California, and 
sugar pine in Oregon and California. 
Wbile mature pines may be greatly dam
aged by. the rust, the greatest destruction 
is to the seedlings and young trees which 

_are girdled and killed by the disease. 
Forest reproduction of . white pines in the 
presence of the rust is hopeless. · The rust 
docs not spread from pine to pine but 
goes from pine to currants-ribes-and 
from them back to pine. Discovery of 
this fact led to eradication of the alter-

-nate ribes hosts as a control measpre. 
Many of the essential facts concerning 

blister rust and its spread under differ
ent conditions of climate and host plants 
have been determined. We now need to 

. intensify our work on the selection and 
propagation of _resistant pines, so that 

· future. forest plantations may be safe 
from the rust. This work is well started. 
In cooperation with the Wisconsin A~
ricultural Experiment station and the 
forestry school of Syracuse University in 
New York, several promising selections 
of eastern white pine have been made 

. and have withstood intensive initial tests. 
After further tests these strains win be 
released to Government, State, and prt. 
vate nurselies for large-scale propaga
tion and distribution. On the Pacific 
coast, this kind of work is being devel
oped for the sugar pine and we are also 
testing the mst resistance of promising 
new hybrid pines developed by the Insti
tute of Forest Genetics, United States 
Forest Service, Placerville, Calif. 

Horticultural varieties of currants re
sistant to blister rust have been selected 
and are being tested at our northeastern 
laboratory at New Haven, Conn. This 
would revive a horticultural industry 
-through providing mst-immune currant 
varieties that would not threaten the 
pines. 

Experimental plots in Idaho, Washing
ton, Oregon, and California are designed 
to improve the efficiency and lower the 
costs of present eradication methods. 
Where large amounts are being expended 
on control of infectious diseases, it is al
ways justifiable to make reasonable ex
penditures for research to improve the 
control methods, especially as the disease 

·spreads to new climatic areas and in
fects new alternate hosts. 

All of this research would be discon
tinued. 

Second. Chestnut diseases, including 
breeding, testing, and propagating 

-blight-r~sistant hybrids, ~28,530. 
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·. Extensive breeding and selection work 
has produced many disease-resistant 
hybrids and Asia tic strains which are be
ing tested in forest plantings. They 
are also being tested for their tannin 
content, since a domestic source of tan
nin is vitally needed, especially during 
war when it has been a critical material. 
The blight-resistant chestnuts tested thus 
far have as high tannin content as dis
ease-susceptible American chestnuts. 
Further testing is necessary before the 
varieties should be released for extensive 
plantings. Discontinuance of the work 
now would result in the loss of much of 
the investment in these experimental 
plantings. 

The loss of the chestnut from the blight 
permanently reduced the productivity of 
millions of acres of forest land in the 
area east of the Mississippi River, as 
trees replacing the chestnut are of less 
value. Its multiple uses for lumber~ tan
nfn, nuts, durable posts, and poles made 
it invaluable for the farmers' woodlots. 
Extensive breeding and selection work 
has given us many disease-resistant hy
brids and Asiatic strains now being ex
tensively tested in forest· plantings. 
Within -a few years we expect to have 
sufficient data on their relative value to 
justify recommending certain ones to 
State foresters and. for the public at large, 
for extensive forest plantings. To com
pletely discontinue the work now when 
paying results are so near would result 
in the loss of much of the Government's 
investment in these widQspread. experi
mental plantings. 

Tannin is strategically vital for produc
tion of sole leather in time of war. Dur
ing World Wars I and II ships had to 
be diverted to bring tannin from Argen
tina and Africa. At present, blight-killed. 
chestnuts, which will not last indefinite-

-ly, furnish over 60 percent of otir do
mestic vegetable tannin. In case of an
other war some other domestic source of 
taimin is vitally needed. Blight-resistant 
chestnuts tested so far have as high tan
nin content as American chestnuts. In 
time, enough of them could be grown to 
serve as a living tannin stock pile. In 
view of the critical shortage of domestic 
vegetable tannins, testing of blight-re
sistant chestnuts and working them into 
our forests should be accelerated, not 
stopped entirely. 

Chestnut orchards are important in 
limited areas in California and scattered 
plantings occur in Oregon, Washington, 
and Idaho. The few chestnut blight in
fections so far found have been eradi
cated in cooperation with these States. 
There is a good prospect that the disease 
could be kept under control at a. low cost 
in that area, even though the orchards 
are mostly composed of the very suscept
ible European chestnut. Discontinuance 
of our part of this cooperative work may 
result in the blight becoming established 
in the Western States. 

This country in normal times imports 
fifteen to eighteen million pounds of 
chestnuts from Europe, but the blight is 
spreading rapidly in Italy and in time 
this supply will be cut off. Blight-resist
ant chestnut trees distributed by this 
Bureau are producing good crops and 
give indications of being the basis for a 
large chestnut orchard industry in the 

Eastern States-. Nut decays and other 
troubles need further study, especially in 
the Gulf States, but our cooperative work 
with the hart: 1lturists looks very 
promising for this entirely new industry. 

Third. Fusiform rust, brown spot, and 
pitch canker of southern pines, $11,960. 

Thousands of acres of forest planta
tions and young natural stands in the 
South are now being ruined by fusiform 
rust of loblolly and slash pines-a dis
ease totally different from white pine 
blister rust-and brown spot of longleaf. 
The fungi that cause these diseases have 
been determined. Good progress is being 
made in controlling these diseases by 
various methods developed for existing 
young stands and by testing resistance of 
pine strains for future planting. South
ern pines furnish fully one-third of the 
domestic annual !timber cut; they also 
have great value as sources of pulp, ties, 
poles, cooperage, veneer, turpentine, and 
rosin. Virgin . stands are almost gone; 
the future supplies depend on reproduc
tion and new forests. In the South, 10,-
000,000 acres need reforestation, largely 
with pines. Upwards of 20,000,000 pines 
are being planted anuually on southern 
farms. The cut in funds would elimi
nate all of this research and would neces
sitate closing our field headquarters at 
Harrison Experimental Forest, Saucier, 
Miss. ' 

Fourth. Dwarf mistletoe and other 
diseases of young natural stands, $9,380. 

Dwarf mistletoes rank next to heart 
rots as a cause of loss in western conifer
ous forests, where they.are a major factor 
in decreasing growth on millions of acres 
and are ruinous to the young forest re- · 
production. The House cut will elim
inate the studies on determining the most 
practicable and efficient methods for 
mistletoe control so that these methods 
may be made available for extensive use 
by timberland operators, as well as cut
ting out all work on other diseases of 
young natural stands. Cutting mistle
toe out of overstory trees improves them 
and protects the young reproduction by 
removing the source of mistletoe seed. 
In established plots we are studying the 
extent and frequency of mistletoe cutting 
required for cohtrol, and the conditions 
under which affected large trees should 
be harvested. When labor becomes 
abundant much work of this character 
will certainly be done by the large timber 
interests, including the national forests, 
State forests, and very extensive pri
vately owned forests. There is a large 
demand for the information, and we 
should lose no time in determining the 
most practicable and efficient methods 
for mistletoe control so that these meth
ods may be made available ~or ex
tensive use by timberland operators. 

BAMBOO DISEASES, $850 

A previously unknown serious root 
disease of timber bamboo has been dis
covered during the past year in north 
Florida. Other diseases are impairing 
bamboo culture in South Carolina, 
Georgia, and Louisiana. Initial studies 
on these diseases have been made at the 
request-of bamboo growers. Bamboo is 
being increasingly planted in the South 
for diversified uses, one of which is for 
the production of paper pulp. The 

growing bamboo industry needs expan
sion of the work on destructive diseases. 

I hope the Representatives interested . 
in protecting our forests from diseases 
will appear before the Senate committee 
and urge that the cut be restored. 

Mr. GRO~S. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I yield. 
Mr. GROSS. Can the gentleman 

nam~ one single pest they have helped 
to eradicate? 

Mr. FLANNAGAN. I certainly can. 
Mr. GROSS. I wish the gentleman 

would name them. 
Mr. FLANNAGAN. I refer the gentle

man to the chestnut blight which came· 
right down through his State and cleaned 
out every chestnut tree in Pennsylvania. 
They have developed at least six types 
of hybrid chestnuts at the experimental 
station at Beltsville which have stood up 
against the blight for over 20 years. 
They want to carry this experiment on 
for a few years more to determjne which 
type is the right type with which to 
restock our Appalachian forests. That 
is going to take time. 

Then I call the gentleman's attention 
to the pine blister rust. We have 
checked it. We are to the point now 
where we know how to eradicate it. 

'rhe CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Virginia has expired. 

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Mr. Chair
man, I rise in opposition to the pro 
forma amendment. The appropriations 
in this bill for the Forest Service-are not 
as large as they ought to be. ·From what 
has gone on in this House yesterday and 
today, it is very evident that any motion 
to increase the appropriations for the 
Forest Service would be voted down. I 
hope that when this bill gets over to the 
Senate the Members of that body who 
feel kindly toward the Forest Service 
will be able to restore at least some of 
the funds which have been reduced. 

Mr. Chairman, I beg the indulgence· 
of the House even at this late hour, when 
I know the Members are tired, to say a 
few words in support of the Forest Serv
ice. This House recently established a 
special committee to study the news
print situation. There is a great short
age of newsprint in this country, and we 

- get the most of our newsprint from for
eign sources. During the war we greatly 
depleted our forests because of the great 
need for lumber. Even before the war, 
and for many years prior thereto, we 
have been very negligent about our for
ests. Many sawmill people cut out the 
timber with little or no thought of the 
future. In many instances seed trees 
were not left. Great stretches of coun
try, especially in the longleaf pine sec
tion, have been nearly denuded of timber. 
It was certainly a short-sighted policy, 
and today we are experiencing the results 
of that policy. Erosi-on is taking place at 
a rapid rate. This causes accelerated 
water flow and it all adds up to more 
frequent and greater floods. 

Mr. Chairman, I do not have time to 
further portray the results of our unwise 
use of the once great timber resources 
in this country. But the bright spot in 
the whole situation is that we · have 
learned at long last that we must con
serve our forests, that we must restore 
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our sons, that .we must put back as much 
as we can the elements and natural re
sources which have been destroyed over 
a period of 50 years or more. A good 
many years ago this Nation embarked 
upon a plan of reforestation, upon a pro
gram of reseeding our denuded lands, 
conserving and restoring our soils, and 
the restoration of our natural resources 
in general. We have spent considerable 
money in that direction, but we are go
ing to have to spend more. We must 
realize that there is just so much land 
in this country . . We must realize the ab
solute· necessity of grow,ing forests for 
our children and those of future gen
erations. It is plain good business to do 
so. It is unfair for those living in this 
age to continue to deplete. our natural 
resources without making adequate pro
vision to provide something for those 
coming after us. I therefore urge, Mr. 
Chairman, that more ample provision 
be made for the growing of timber fol.' 
the future welfare and prosperity of the 
whole country and for the further con
servation and restoration of the natural 
resources of our country. I hope that 
the Appropriations Committee in the fu
ture will make better provision for these 
great national needs for all the people 
than are made in this pending bill. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the majority leader 
and other Republican leaders are in a 
desperate position. Their very utter
ances, as well as their actions, evidence 
this fact. They-the eastern-dominated 
Republican Party-have already ignored 
the just claims of the great West and 
Northwest by the unjustifiable slashing 
they gave in the Interior appropriations 
bill. The eastern-dominated Republican 
Party is now doing the same thing to the 
farmers and the rural areas of our coun
try. The Republican Party leaders do 
not tell the country that before he sent 
his budget estimates up to Congress, 
President Truman reduced the depart
mental requests by about $7,000,000,000. 
Their only (frY, as stated by the majority 
leader, is that "There is stubborn oppo
sition to every effort we make to cut the 
cost of government." I don't understand 
it that way. What we are opposing is 
the false economy of the Republican 
Party. 

Real economy is one thing; fa~e econ
omy is another. I wonder if the people 
of the West and Northwest consider the 
sharp reductions in the Interior Depart
ment appropriations, which played into 
the hands of the utility barons, as real 
economy of false economy? I wonder if 
they consider ·what has happened to be 
1n their best interest? I also wonder 
whether our farmers consider the sharp 
reductions in this bill as constituting 
real economy or false economy? rio they 
consider the blow which has been dealt 
them by this bill to be to their best 
interest? 

The false economy of the Republican 
Party in the Interior appropriations bill 
was harmful to the West and the North
west and also to the fishing industry of 
the country. The false economy of this 
bill is harmful to the farmers of Amer
ica, to the school-lunch program, and is 
also harmful to our fishing industry. 

The only economic groups who think 
they will benefit by these reductions are 
the big business interests of our country. 
They are the pnes who have dictated and 
who are applauding the Republican false 
economy program-despite the fact that 
this false economy is a powerful factor 
in producing the business recession that 
now faces the country. 

The people of the country might just 
as well wake up to what is going on in 
Congress. Eastern big business controls 
the Republican Party, and that means 
eastern domination of the Republican 
Party in Congress.. Under the Repub
lican Party, with this eastern domina
tion, the Government is giving primary 
consideration to dollar values, with hu
man values forgotten. Under the Demo
cratic Party the Government gave, and 
properly so, primary consideration to 
human values, to the best interests of 
our people as human beings. 

No, the issue involved in these drastic 
reductions is not real economy. The 
issue we are fighting is false economy. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
·Flood control: For expenses necessary, in 

accordance with the Flood Control Act, ap
proved June 22, 1936, as amended and sup
plemented, to make preliminary examinations 
and surveys, and to perform works of im
provement, $500,000, including personal serv
ices in the District of Columbia, to be im
mediately available and to remain available 
until expended, with which shall be merged 
the unexpended balances of funds hereto
fore appropriated or transferred to the De
partment for flood control purposes: Pro
vided, That no part of such funds shall be 
used for the purchase of lands in the Yazoo 
and Little Tallahatchie watersheds without 
specific approval of the county board of super
visors of the county in which such lands are 
situated: Provided further, That allocations 
of funds for the fiscal year~ 1947 and 1948 
for works of improvement on individual 
watersheds shall be in the respective amounts 
set forth in the Department's budget justi
fications to the House Appropriations Com
mittee and shall not be decreased except 
as may be necessary by reason of a decrease 
in the estimates of available prior year 
balances. 

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am greatly concerned 
about some of the drastic cuts being 
made in this appropriation bill which are 
detrimental to agriculture. My record 
for economy in government speaks for 
itself. I am also quite . sure that the 
farmers of America want economy in 
government and want savings made in 
the proper places. This appropriation 
bill, however, would seem to take the 
props from under agriculture in many 
instances. No one knows what the 
future holds for agriculture. It is the 
Nation's basic industry, and we, from 
the Midwest at least, have learned long 
ago that food for our people simply does 
riot grow on trees. Just now we are 
being · called upon to produce food and 
more food, not only for our own con
sumption but for the entire world. The 
farmer should be encouraged in the 
splendid work he is doing to feed the 
starving people of all nations. If we 
have another depression in this coun
try we had better be sure that we have 
a foundation ready for agriculture on 
which to build and survive. 

I want to make special reference to the 
elimination of section 32 fimds which 

provides agriculture with money from 
custom receipts with which to maintain 
price supports under surpluses. Section 
32 on which agriculture has depended all 
these years is now rudely jerked from 
under us at the very time when agricul
ture is facing the greatest surplus it has 
ever faced. All appropriations for this 
fund are eliminated under the provisions 
of this bill and, in my judgment, such 
action is ill-advised. 

I also want to say a word about the cut 
1n appropriations for conservation anq 
use payments. This program has been 
carried on for a number of years, much of 
it during the time when agriculture was 
in real distress. The program was again 
specifically authorized by the Congress , 
last year and, as a result, contracts were 
entered into with our farmers in good 
faith and now we find that under the 
provisions of this. bill such contracts are 
being invalidated to the extent that the 
appropriations are not sufficient to carry 
them out. This is simply breaking a con
tractual obligation. 

Last year the Committee on Agricul
ture, of which I am a member, sponsored 
the enactment of the Hope-Flannagan 
bill to carry on agricultural research. Ap
propriations for this service have also 
been drastically reduced in this bill. The 
program is still in its infancy and suffi
cient funds should have been provided 
to carry on this work to its fullest extent. 
If there is anything needed in agriculture 
today, it is research. I hope that suffi
cient money will be appropriated to carry 
on this splendid work. 

I regret that I cannot agree with the 
Appropriations Committee on many of 
the items brought to our attention today, 
I only have time to mention a few. The 
Soil Conservation Service is most im
portant.. It should be carried on to the 
fullest extent and the Budget estimate 
for this service should be allowed. I real
ize, however, that we must pass this ap
propriation bill in order to carry on the 
necessary functions of government and 
only regret that this committee has seen 
fit to so drastically cut appropriations in 
so many instances. I, for one, want to 
speak out in protest on behalf of the Na
tion's farmers. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Soil conservation operations: For carry

ing out preventive measures to conserve soil 
and water, including such special measures 
as may be necessary to prevent floods and the 
siltation of reservoirs, and including the im
provement of farm irrigation and land drain
age, the establishment and operation of con
servation nurseries, the making of conserva
tion plans and surveys, and the dissemina
tion of information, $38,000,000: Provided, 
That no part of this appropriation may be 
expended for soil and water conservation 
operations in demonstration projects. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

KEEP SCS AS IS 

Mr. Chairman, I have made quite a 
study of the work of the Soil Conserva
tion Service people as they assist soil 
conservation districts . . I have observed 
progress at close range. I have talked 
to hundreds of farmers in my congres
sional district, and to State agricultural 
leaders and county agents . • I think ·I 
know a few thing's that all of you may 
not be familiar with. 
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: Every one-of the 14 counties in niy con.;. 
gressional district is organized into a soil 
conservation district under Iowa State 
law. The Soil Conservation Service is 
giving technical assistance to each of 
these districts, and doing a magnificent 
job, too. The farmers need this help, 
and they want it continued and ex
panded. I know these farmers and their 
soil-conservation problems. And I know 
they, the majority of them, Republicans 
and Democrats alike, would be opposed to 
sharing the . technical assistance they 
now receive with the new districts that 
are coming-in. But I fear that is exactly 
what will happen even if we accept the 
full amount in the President's budget 
proposals. And so, with all of my con
gressional district organized into soil 
conservation districts I think I am in a 
position to make a few observations based 
on my personal experience and study. 

There has been a lot of talk in the past 
2 years that the Soil Conservation Serv-

- ice should be combined with the exten
sion services of our land grant colleges, 
and that the latter should have charge 
of soil and water conservation work. 

There are a lot of things wrong with 
this idea. I shall mention only a few 
of them. In the first place, the Ex
tension Service is the educational agency 
for agriculture. It was set up for. that 
purpose, and it wants to operate that 

·way. I well remember the testimony of 
· M. L. Wilson, director of extension 

work, during hearings on the 1947 Agri
-culture Department appropriation bill. 
Director Wilson, testifying on the farm 
labor program made it clear that the 
Extension Service would like to be re-

-lieved of the farm-labor program, so 
that all the colleges and those connected 
with them could all be put into the edu-

. cational program. Director Wilson said -
that he thought all the extension direc
tors in the States felt the same way; that 

·too much of a load could not be put on 
the extension workers; that educational 
work was what these men were fitted for, 
and what they. wanted to do. 

H. C. Byrd, president of the University 
of Maryland, one of our leading land
grant colleges, said this in a speech last 
December in Chicago: 

If work experience means anything, I can 
say to you that in my opinion we have done 
a better job in Maryland than we would have 
done had the Soil Conservation Service been 
a part of the A'AA or a part of any other unit 
of the Federal Department of Agriculture. 

That is a direct quote from President 
Byrd of the University of Maryland. The 
Extension Service folks of the land-grant 
colleges, I am sure, feel the same way 
about it. They have got all they can do 
in the agricultural educattonal field
that is their job. 

The Extension Service does have a big 
part to play in the soil-conservation pro
gram in their own field-that of educa
tion. In most States Extension is doing 
a good job in the field of conservation 
education which is necessary to prepare 
farmers for the technical help the Soil 
Conservation Service gives individual 
farmers through soil conservation dis
tricts. In fact, more educational work 
is needed in order to speed up the job 
of getting ·permanent conservation on 
the land. -Dr. R. K. Bliss, who retir~d 

about a year ago as extension director 
at Iowa State College, made an inspiring 
soil-conservation talk over the radio on 
June 12, 1946. In this talk Dr. Bliss 
pointed out that soil conservation is 
Iowa's greatest economic problem. He 
said further, and I quote : 

What the program lacks is the educa
tional and organizational drive to get every
_one-farmers, schools, city people-all inter
ested in soil conservation. This educationa-l 
job falls largely on the Extension Service. 

That is the way Dr. Bliss, former Iowa 
extension director, feels about this prob
lem. So, you see, Extension has all it 
can handle in the field of conservation 
education~ It is not equipped to deal 
with technical phases of an action pro
gram, nor does it want to do so. 

I would like to quote once again from 
the Chicago speech of President Byrd. 
Dr. Byrd said: 

We must have a continuing, aggressive 
national agency devoted exclusively to the 
problems of land cohserv-ation. We have 
that now in the Soil Conservation Service. 
The job is too vital, too complex, and . too 
basic ever to become a side line to, another 
activity. We cannot permit the national 
job to be split into segments, or to be sub
ordinated to a variety of other agricultural 
programs. 

That is a direct quote from the pre$1':' 
dent of the University of Maryland and 
I agree with him. ' -

SCS ORGANIZATION SOUND 

Now let me comment on another charge 
that has been made against the Soil 
Conservation Service which I consider to 
be unfair and untrue-and I think I can 
substantiate what I am about to say by 
facts from the record. The charge is 
that the Soil Conservatio.n Service is a 
top-heavy organization, that its over
head is high. The Soil Conservation 
Service has one of, if not the lowest 
overhead of any agency in the Depart
ment of Agriculture. The Soil Conserva
tion Service, more than any other agency 
I know about, has taken its job out on the 
land. It has consistently reduced its 
overhead year after year. I think it is 
an efficient agency, an economical 
agency. I only wish all the agencies of 
Government had half as good a record. 

Iowa is one of the eight States in the 
upper Mississippi region of the Soil 
Conservation Service, with headquarters 
at Milwaukee, Wis. The other seven 
States are Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, 
Minnesota, Missouri, Wisconsin, and Illi
nois. In the regional office at Mil
waukee, and in the eight State offices in 
that region, the Soil Conservation Service 
has a total of 291 employees, including 
clerical, accounting, budgeting, and pur
chasing personnel who perform func
tions required by law of all Government 
agencies. Of the 291 employees in the 
regional and State offices in these eig~t 

" States, the Soil Conservation Service has 
95 professional grade administrators, 
technicians, specialists, and supervisors. 

I want to make it clear that I do not 
consider the Soil Conservation Service, 
with 95 professional and 196 clerical and 
stenographic regional office and State 
office employees in the same 8 States, 
is wasting the taxpayers' money with a 
top-heavy organization. I am convin~ed 
the Soil Conservation Service is stream-

lined for ·an efficient _job, that it has the 
-bulk of its personnel-86 percent of its 
employees by Department and Budget 
Bureau overhead standards, to be exact
out in the field offices to serve the people 
on the land. In fact, if you consider 
that practically all of the professional 
employees in the regional and State of-

, fices contribute valuable specialized . _ 
technical assistance in the field and not 
in an office-the real overhead-admin~ 
istration and facilitating service-of the 
Soil Conservation Service is nearer 6 
percent than 14 percent. 
· The Soil Conservation Service oper
·ates efficiently and economically-more 
so than any other agency in the Depart
ment of Agriculture. It is not a top
heavy organization. In reality, about 94 
percent of their employees are working 
directly at the job of getting a perma
nent conservation program established 
on the land. we· must not hinder this 
·an-important program ·.vhich the Soil 
Conservation Service is carrying on so 
effectively to cOnserve the precious soil 
of A.inerica. - ' 
- The Clerk read as follows: 

For expe~es necessary to enable the Sec
retary to carry into effect the provisions of 
sections 7 to 17, inclusive, of the Soil Con
servation and Domestic Allotment Act, ap
proved February 29, 1936: as amended (16 
U. S. C. 590g'-590q), and the provisions of 
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 

, amended (7 U. S. C. 1.281-1407) (except the 
provisions of sections 201, 202, 303, 381, and 
383 and the provisions of titles IV and V), in
cluding personal:- services in the District of 
Columbia; not to ·exceed $6,000 for the prep
aration and display of _exhibits, including 
such displays at State, interstate, and inter
national fairs within the United States; 
$165,614,290, to remain available until De
cember 31, 1948, for compliance with pro
grams under said provisions of the Agricul
tural Adjustment Act cf 1938, as· amended, 
and the act of February 29, 1936, as amended, 
during the period July 1, 1946, to December 
31, 1947, inclusive: Provided, That not to ex
ceed $15,000,000 of the total sum provided 
under this head shan · be available during 
the current fiscal year, for salaries and other 
administrative expenses for carrying out 
such programs, but not more than $1,950,000 
shall be transferred to the appropriation 
account, "Administrative expenses, section 
392, Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938": 
Provided further, That payments to claim
ants hereunder shall be made upon the cer
tificate of the claimant, which certificate 
shall be in such form as the Secretary may 
prescribe, that he has carried out the con
servation practice or practices and has com
plied with all other requirements as condi
tions for such payments and that the state
ments and information contained in the ap
plication for payment are correct and true, 
to the best of his knowledge and belief, un
der the penalties of the act qf March 4, 
1909, as amended (18 U. S. C. 80): Provided 
further, That none of the funds herein ap
propriated or made available for functions 
assigned to the Agricultural Adjustment 
Agency pursuant' to the Executive order (No. 
9069) of February 23, 1942, shall be used to 
pay the salaries or expenses of any regional 
information employees or any State or coun
ty information employees, but this shall not 
preclude the answering of inquiries or sup-· 
plying of information to individual farmers: 
Provided further, That no funds shall be 
available for salaries or other administrative 
expenses in connection with the formula
tion or administration of any 1948 program 
of soil-building practices and soil- and water-

. conservation practices, under the act· of ·Feb-
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·ruary 29, 1936,. as amended, ·or programs un
der the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, 
as amended, except those pertalning to mar
ketillg quotas under thelatter a.ct: Provided 
further, That the Secretary may, in his dis
cretion, from time to time transfer to the 
General Accounting Office such sums as may 
be necessary to pay administrative expenses 
of said office in auditing payments under 
this item: Provided jurther, That such 
amount shall be available for the purchase 
o! seeds, fertiliZers, Um.e, trees, or any other 
farming materials, or any soU-terracing serv
ices, and making grants thereof to agricul
tural producers to aid them in carrying out 
farming practices approved by the Secretary 
in the 1947 program under said act of Feb
ruary 29, 1936, as amended: Provided further, 
That the Secretary is authoriZed and directed 
to make payments to farmers who complied 
with the terms and conditions of the agri
cultural conservation programs, formulated 
pursuant to sections 7 to 17, inclusive, of 
the SoU Conservation and Domestic Allot
ment Act, as amended, if the Secretary deter
mines that, because of induction into the 
'armed forces of the United States, such farm
ers failed to file, or were prevented !rom 
:flllng, applications for payment under any 
such program during the period, the .ap
plicable appropriation for such program was 
available for obligation, such payments to be 
made out of the unobligated balance ot the 
appropriation. "Conservation and use of 
agricultural land resources," in the De
partment of Agriculture Appropriation Act, 
1946: Provided further, That an application 
tor payment on the prescribed form· is filed 
by any such farmer (or the person entitled 
to payment in case of death, disappearance, 
or incompetency of the farmer under regu
lationS issued pursuant to section 385 of the 
Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as 

·~nded (7 .u.S. C., 1940 ed-., 1385)) .with
in 1 year !rom the date of his discharge 
from the armed forces, or by December 31, 
1947, whichever is later: · ProVided further, 
That no part of any funds avallable to the 
Department, or any bureau, ofilce, corpora
tioil, or other agency constituting a part of 
such Departn1ent shall ·be used in the cur
r~t fiscal .year for the payment of salary 
or travel expenses o! any person who_ has 
been convicted o! violating the act entitled 
"An act to prevent pernicious political activ
ities," approved August 2, 1939, as amended, 
or who has been found in accordance with 
the provisions of section 6 o! the act of 
JUly 11, 1919 (18 U. S. C. 201). to have vlo
J.eted or attempted to violate such section 
which prohibits the use of Federal appro
priations for the payment of personal serv
ices or other expenses designed to Influence 
in any manner a Member of Congress to favor 
or oppose any legislation or appropriation 
by Congress except upon request of any 
Member or through the proper ofilcial chan
nels: Provided. fUrther. That where farmer 
participation in the program 1n any State, 
region, or area is not su11lcient to require the 
fUll amount of the money apportioned there
to any such sum or sums in excess of such 
requirement shall be reapportioned to States, 
regions, or areas whose original apportion
ments have not been sufficient to meet such 
requirements. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an_ amendment. 
· The Clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. CANNON: Page 
48, line 26, strike out "$165,614,290" and ·in
sert in lieu thereof "$300,000,000." - ~ . 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a moment to 
see if we can agree on time? 

Mr. CANNON. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. · 

Mr. DIRKSEN~ ·Mr .. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous_. consent _that all debate _ on 

this amendment and all amendments 
thereto and amendments to this para
graph close in 30 minutes. the last 10 
minutes to be reserved to the committee. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Dlinois? 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, re
·serving the right to object, may we see 
how many Members want to talk on this? 

Mr. DffiKSEN. The matter has been 
discussed in general debate and else
where and I think the membership is 
quite familiar with the issue. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, reserving the right to object, 
I have not been able to speak and I 
should like to address myself to this mat
ter for at least 5 minutes. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The chairman of the 
committee has not had an ·opportunity 
either, even in general debat_e. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inqUire of the gentleman. that applies 
only to the pending amendment? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. And all amendments 
thereto. 

Mr. CANNON. And not to any fur
ther amendments? 
· Mr. WHITI'EN. Mr. Chairman, I feel 
I must object in that there are several 
amendments I know will be offered and 
from the number of Members who want 
to speak this will leave approXimately 1 
minute each. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, sup
pose we agree to run onfor a little while, 
then see if we can limit time. I wH;h
draw the request. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, it is 
only in recent years that the country 
has become conservation conscious. 
Even at that we are a little late. But 
we are beginning to realize belatedly that 
we must conserve what remains of our 
·natural resources. Much of our wild
life is already gone and can never be 
replaced, and millions of acres of arable 
land have been so depleted and eroded 
that it can never be reclaimed. 

So, at this late date there is a feeling 
throughout the country that we shoUld 
conserve what resources still remain. 

Our basic resource is the land.. Every
thing goes back to the land. We must 
produce from the land the food and the 
raw materials and the fiber upon which 
every industry in the country is depend
ent. It takes 100 years to make one inch 
of son, and during the war years we have 
ruined our son, we have drawn upon it 
as never before. In response to this 
thought-producing situation we passed 
in the last Congress an authorization for 
a $300,000,000 program of conservation, 
one which met with general approval on 
both sides of the House, and in bot:p 
Houses of Congress. 

Under that authorization the Depart
ment of Agriculture has announced this 
program, and a large percentage of the 

· farmers of the Nation have entered into 
what they believe to be binding con
tracts with the Government, and most 
of them have performed what they con
ceive to be their part of the contract. 

This program is of speciai ·interest to 
the small farmers. Out of the 3,404,126 
f-armers - who have participated in the 
program, 2,746,951 will -dr.aw $100 or. less 

than $100, and nearly half will draw less 
than $40. 

It is the small man who has a stake in 
this program, the man who is not able 
to finance his own conservation unless 
specially encouraged. It especially ap
plies to the rented farm. 

Here is a long-time program ·under 
which we preserve the basic fertility of 
the soil. It has been remarkably suc
cessful. Concurrence in the committee 
report, eliminating entirely the 1943 pro
gram and cutting down to $150,000,000 
the appropriation for the current pro
gram. means that the Government will 
be able to pay these farmers less than 60 
cents on the dollar. 

Mr. Chairman, we cannot repudiate 
the Government's obligations in that ir
responsible. manner. 

Mr. HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I hear qne of my col
leagues asking what the amendment is. 
The amendment is to increase the 
amount of payments· on -what is some
times ref~rred to as political conserva
tion rather than soil conservation from 
$165,000,000 to $300,000,000. 

I think it is significant that we have 
already passed the part of the bill which 
applies directly to the conservation of 
the soil. Being a farmer, I believe in the 
conservation of soil as only a farmer can, 
but I believe I have a moral obligation to 
myself and to my neighbors and to so
ciety in general to take care of that soil 
myself. No one pays me for taking a 
bath, but it is good for me. It is good for 
the farmer to take care of his soil him
self. 

We have passed the section dealing 
with Soil Conservation Service, and we 
approach the Production and Marketing 
Act, in the first paragraph of which is 
an amount for soil-conservation pay
ments. We are not talking about soil 
now, we are talking about payments out 
of the Federal Treasury. All of the 
breast beating and the crocodile tears 
we are going to have today are not over 
conservation of the soil, they are over 
the political payments to those who 
comply. 

In his budget message to us earlier this 
year the President of the United States 
said: 

A year ago the budget message recom
mended gradual reduction of these payments, 
and that recommendation is now renewed. 
More than 60 percent of the total payments 
go to about one-eighth of the Nation'!J farm
ers. Most o! this money, thus, is being paid 
to a comparatively small number of farmers, 
who, because of their strong position 1n 
American agriculture, would undoubtedly 
continue the best !arm-management prac
tices without the persuasion of a bonus from 
the Treasury. 

I subscribe to that part of the Presi
dent's message. 

We should shift our effort from this kind 
o! subsidy to providing technical guidance 
to all farmers for soil conservation and man
agement along the lines of the SoU Con
servation Service-

The section dealing with which we have 
just passed without objection-
-and the Extension Service-

. Which this· committee did not dilute in 
~fiscal manner. 
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The President of the United States 
concludes: 

I therefore propose that the appropriation 
act limit the conservation and use program 
for the crop year 1948 to $200,000,000 instead 
of the $300,000,000 program to which we are 
committed for the crop year 1947. This will 
-not affect expenditures materially until the 
fiscal year 1949_. 

I have read from the committee re
port, page 6. 

On all of those commitments or con~ 
tracts to which the-President refers there 
was small print which said that this wa.S 
dependent upon the ·money b~ing · ap.:. 

propria ted, , and the commitments · re
ferred to by the President were made on 
that basis: ·. I submit that in this debate 
upon which we are now launching we 
should restrict our arguments not to the 
conservation of the soil, which I do not 
think is debatable, but ·to the matter of 
political payments out of the Treasury 
for practices that any' good fariner ought 
to follow. AS the President himself 
points ·out, 60. percent of these payments 
go to one-eighth of the Nation's farmers. 
· The table below outlines some very 
interesting facts regarding AAA . pay
ments: 

[Based on 1945 nnd 1946 programj 

·- · ·-
Payments 

Size of payment to individual payee Number of P
0
•
1
ertcoetan

1
t . ·p-a¥ees-

Percent 
of pay- · 
ment 

Percent proposed 
Amount · 

Amount of tot.al 1947 
--------·------· __ , _____ -----------1----11----
$0 to $60 __ __________ ----------~------------ · 2.100: 602 . fJ3 . 17 $5.'i, 844, ()()() 22.08 100 $.~5, 844, ()()() 

;~~~~~t~o$~~0~~~=-==: :: :: ::,:: :: ::-::::::::::::: ' ~~: u~ . ~~: ~3 ~~~: ~: ~ ~:-~ ~ ~: ~~: ~ 
Above '500. "_; ___ "'----~-----------; --------,-'--41_, o_7_7 _1 __ 1_. 2_1 ,_-_43_, 9_60_. _ooo_, . .....-· _11_. 3_,.9 __ 25_"_· , _1o_. !l_oo_._ooo_ 

TotaL--------------------------···-·- 3, 404, 126 100. 00 252, 849, 000 100. 00 154, 721, 700 
'··. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
I gentlem~m yield? 

Mr. HORAN. I yield. 
Mr. COOLEY. Does the gentleman re

gard these payments as· political pay
·ments rather than real soil.;.conservation 
payments? 

Mr. HORAN. I am afraid that I will 
have to because they are not large enough 
to conserve a farm and the farmer still 
has to use his own best judgment to con
serve his soil. 
. Mr. COOLEY. The gentleman's com.; 
mittee provided $165,000,000 for this. 

Mr. HORAN. We provided that in our 
best judgment to carry out the practices 
for 1947.- · 

Mr. COOLEY. If the gentleman re
gards these as political payments, why 
did he allow $165,000,000 to come out of 
·the taxpayers' pockets for something that 
he considers a political purpose rather 
than a soil-conservation practice. 

Mr. HORAN. Simply because it was 
pointed out to us that the commitments 
bad been made. 
. Mr. COOLEY. All right; but if politi
cal commitments were ,made, certainly 
the Republican Party is not interested in 
keeping political commitments. The 
commitment was for $300,000,000. 

Mr. HORAN. The commitment was 
for what we estimated the amount to be 
and we felt it should be carried out. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman,· no one thinks any more 
of WALT HoRAN than I do or appreciates 
the value of his services more. I am sure 
the statement he has made here today is 
based not upon the knowledge he has of 
his own business, which is apple growing, 
or pear growing, but upon his ignorance 
of the soil-conservation practices for 
_which the payments are made. If my 
good friend, WALT HoRAN, could go down 
to the grass roots and see the purposes 
for which these payments are made and 
see the cost to the farmer who gets these 
payments he wouid see.: that practically 
none of these payments -are · not · earned. 
When you are planting nitrogen in our 

soil by c·over crops, is ·that political? It 
is preserving the soil in the best-possible 
natural way. It costs money to earn 
these .payments from the . Government. 

It has been slurringly charged here 
that these are political payments. Gen
tlemen, I assure you nothing could be 
further from the truth. If you want 
-these soils destreyed; if you want· 'mil
lions oi little farmerS-who simply ha-ve 
not the initial cash outlay necessary to 
sow these so!l.;building, soil-enriching 
·cover crops without this Government in
-Vestment promised by law-to be com
pelled to cease these soil-conserving 
practices, then go right on and vote your 
pledged word to these farmers who re
Ued on it. But you cannot repudiate this 
honest debt by killing this amendment 
and escape the righteous condemnation 
which always follows such fraud. 

I want to read to you from last year's 
RECORD when our former distinguished 
colleague, Judge Tarver, of Georgia, of
fered a committee amendment unani
mously adopted by the Subcommittee on 
Agriculture-if my information be cor
rect-for this $300,000,000 pledge. It is 
_our promissory note. He said: 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I am presenting 
for the consideration of the Committee 'of 
.the Whole the question to which I made 
reference a few moments ago. That · is, 
whether or not you are going to authqrize 
for the crop year 194:7 program, $300,000,000. 
I am presenting it in language which is so 
definite in character as to admit of no. mis
construction. It is the time now to decide 
whether you want to reduce the 1947 crop
year program, not next year after the plans 
of the· Department and those of State AAA 
authorities and the farmers have already 
been completed. If we want to reduce it, 
reduce it now and reject my amendment and 
offer some other amendment to indicate a 
lower figure. 

But if you want to fix it definitely and in 
such form as to enable the farmers of the 
country to rely upon it impllcity so that even 
the Bureau of the Budget cannot disregard 
1t, then adopt the _amend~ent which I 
have offered. 

i may' say 'that l have submitted .this 
amendment to· the members of the subcom:. 
mittee and it is, therefore, offered as a com• 

mittee amendment, since lt met with their 
approval; 
- l hope the amendment wlll be adopted. 

So, it is perfectly clear and beyond 
question, that it was last year when you 
were free to make the unwise cut now 
made, that you should have made it foi' 
the crop year 1947. · Nor can. you attempt 
to palliate your repudiation today of 
your appropriation of March 8, 1946, by 
saying that you did not understand the 
significance of that pledge made 14 
months ago. Judge Tarver warned you 
then, in language too plain to be mis
understood, not to make the pledge lin
less you meant it. He challenged you 
then: "It is the time now to decide 
whether you want to reduce the 1947 
crop-year program, not next year after 
the plans of the Department and those 
-of State AAA authorities and the farm.:. 
ers have already been · completed. If 
we want to reduce it, reduce it now and 
reject my amendment and offer some · 
.other amendment to indicate· a lower 
figure." You cannot misunderstand 
that. You did not then. You do not 
now. The issue now presented by the 
pending amendment is stark clear. It 
is: Shall we repudiate our promissory 
note, signed,· sealed, delivered, acted on 
.bY millio~ Qf ~e·rican constituents in 
·good faith ever since? Or to phrase it 
another way: Shall w~ pay our_ honest 
debt? 

Today we are writing the appropria
tion bill · for next year-the fiscal year 
-1948. -We have a -pei:fect right to write 
our 'piedge for the 1948 crop-year pro~ 
gram at $300,000,000, or for half that 
sum, or nothing. But whatever amount 
we pledge, we should redeem to the dollar 
by appropriate provision in next year's 
appropriation bill. I 

So I am here in honesty and good 
conscience, never more serious in my life, 
to say that we have no moral right to fail 

. to pay the promissory note we wrote in 
last year's f!"ppropriation bill and upon 
which three-quarters of the farmers of 
this Nation have acted in good faith and 
spent at least 80 percent of the money 
that Uncle Sam promised them to im
prove their land, ·plus their sweat and 
blood that went in, in addition, in the 
faith they had in the integrity of the Gov
ernment and its pledged word-the law 
we wrote and made a statute. So if you 
wish to reduce such payments for. suc
ceeding years, then go ahead. Slaughter 
the whole program, if you wish. That is 
within your moral right, -but you have 
no moral right to fail to pay, now that 
it has matured, your promissory note 
that you wrote last year for $300,000,000. 
If you want to continue at that same 
level, it is the best money you can invest 
in the future of this Nation. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HoBBS] 
has expired. 

Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
· Mt. TEAGUE. Mr . .. Chairman, the 
budget reductions recommended by the 
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partment of Agriculture concerns :ine a 
great deal. . It sho.uld concern every in
dividual in this country for all of us, par
ticularly those living in metropolitan 
and industrial areas, are entirely de
pendent upon the fa:tmer for the mainte
nance t>f our specialized type of economy. 
We have · only . to look about us to the 
other less fortunate nations to see this 
fact. England's food situation is des
perate. She, along with India, China, 

· Italy, Greece, Germany, and various 
other nations, is sorely faced with the 
effect of the population pressure upon 
the land, and the inability of their own 

· agricultural resources to provide ade
quate sustenance for their peoples. 

Our population has now reached 141,
QOO,OOO and the population is continUing 
to increase at a rate of about one-half 

· million people each year. Our position 
as the world's wealthiest and most 
powerful nation is, in a large measure, 
to be attributed to the ability of the 
farmers and ranchers of this country to 
adequately provide food and fiber in such 
abundance that we have been able to 
maintain one of the world's highest 
standards of living. 

World War n is not too far back 1n 
our memories for many of us to recall 
the narrow margins by which we es
caped serious food shortages. By no 
means is it so far back for all of us to 
recall the large quantities of food pro
duced in this country for our allies. Few 
of us realize, however, that crop Yields 
per acre harvested during the five war 
years---1942-46 1nclusive-:averaged a 
great deal more than during like periods 
in the past. Interesting comparisons 
are obtained by comparing yields dur
ing the 5 years, 1942 to 1946, with the 
5 years, 1929 to 1933. · 

Here are a few comparisons: Corn 
yields increased 42 percent, grain sor
ghum yields increased 25· percent, feed 
grain yields increased 33 percent, wheat 
yields increased 28 percent, cotton yields 
increased 42 percent, and hay yields in
creased 19 percent. These figures are 
increases in Yield per acre harvested, 
acreage increases during the war years 
not withstanding. These and other 
agricultural yield increases account in no 
small measure for the difference between 
victory and defeat in World War n. 
These yield increases cannot be attrib
uted entirely to good weather or ideal 
production conditions, for the increases 
are not spectacular wartime increases. 
A study of the statistics reveals that they 
are a result of sustained year-by-year 
increases in efficient production. 

These gains were made through years 
· of effort and experience of good farmers, 

through years of research and educa
tional services by the Department of 
Agriculture, our State colleges, our ex
perililent stations, our Extension·Service 
agencies, and through our soil-conserva
tion programs. These gains represent 
dividends from the Government's con
tinued investments in good farming and 

· contribute immeasurably to the mainte
. nance· of our complex type of economy. 

To discontinue or to arrest the continUity 
of this work will constitute a disservice 
not only- to farmers · but to our entire 

population of this and future generations 
by endangering our ·continued effort to 
keep agricultural production ahead of 
our population increases. 

There has been a considerable amount 
of half truths spoken and written in re
cent weeks concerning PJ;ice support pro
grams to farmers and its alleged contri-

. bution to the current high costs· of liv
ing. Actually few agricultural commod
ities are supported or have been sup
ported during the period since the end of 
the fighting. To be sure, prices have in
creased for practically all commodities, 
but such increases are inevitable during 
periods of prosperity. High incomes, 
widespread employment, and higli rates 
of production mean rapid movement of 
merchandise, rapid rates of circulation of 
money, increased buying power, and a 
heavy demand for goods and services. 
But farm prices have not increased at a 
disproportional rate compared with non
farm prices. 

Let us consider a few facts that are re
vealed in the recent publication of Agri
cultural Prices, a monthly publication of 
the Department of Agriculture. Whole
sale prices doubled between the 1935 to 
1939 period and April 15, 1947. Retail 
prices for food also doubled. Farm 
prices, prices received by farmers, in
creased two and six-tenths times the 
1935-39 average and the farmers' cash 
income from marketing increased two 
and seven-tenths times. The farmers' 
costs, or prices paid, including interest 
and taxes, increased one and eight
tenths times the 1935-39 average. The 
ratio of prices received to prices paid, in
cluding interest and taxes, but excluding 

. the farmers' labor costs, increased only 
40 percent. His wage bill, as represented 
by the index of farm-wage rates, in
creased three and. three-tenths times the 
1935-39 average. Weekly factory earn
ings had merely doubled during this same 
period. The farmers' income is some-

. what enhanced by a 13-percent increase 
in the volume of farm marketings, but 
marketings of nonfarmers has increased 
considerably more than this. 

The farmers' economic position un
doubtedly is better than in the 1935-39 
period and I am sure we are all glad that 
it is. But his improved financial posi
tion is partly accounted for by his pro
duction of much of his own household 
food requirements and because he can 
be and is more frugal.. But his apparent 
financial condition must be partly dis
counted by the fact that he has yet to 
replace much of his farm equipment, the 
production of which was curtailed dur
ing the war period. 

According to the marketing and 
transportation situation reports of the 
Department of Agriculture, the public 
is still spending about 23 percent of its 
more than doubled annual income for 
foods. Had the people of this country 
purchased the same quantities of foods 
in 1946 as they purchased per capita dur
ing the 1935-39 period, their expendi
tures for food woUld have declined from 
23 percent to 17 percent of their income . 
The difference between 17 percent and 
23 percent, or 6 percent of the public's 
food bill, I assume, must be attributed 

· to increr.sed ·quantities of food pur-

chased. A high rate of employment and 
increased wages has afforded more peo
ple better diets and a better living. 

The position that this Government 
took with respect to obtaining the high 
wartime production for nonfarm sources 
required huge cash outlays and a heavy 
assumption of risks for capital invest
ments and essentially guaranteed prof"
its to the wartime producers of nonfarm 
items. The position it took with respect 
to farm production essentially was a 
guarantee against sudden price declines 
to protect the farmers' investments, not 

· Government investments, in crops that 
took months,.......in some cases 14 to 18 
months-to produce and market. Bear 
in mind the farmers' business turn-over, 
at best, is once or twice each year, while 
businessmen turn their stock several 
times each year. I dare say, the ap
proach employed to obtain the agricul-

. tural production was and will be by far 
the more economical. Another 19 

· months remain for the Government to 
fulfill its obligations to the farmers. 
We, of course, must fulfill that obligation. 
Any abuses under the program should be 
brought to light and stopped, but we 
should not seek to penalize all farmers 
simply because minor abuses may be pos
sible. Nor should we penalize the na
tional welfare . by the discontinuance, or 
retarding of research, educational and 
administrative · programs that have so 
greatly contributed to our world-wide 
agricultural leadership. 

The Seventy-ninth Congress laid the 
ground work for the enhancement of our 
agricultural leadership in the passage, 

. by unanimous vote of both Houses, of the 
Marketing Research Act of 1946.. This 
act, potentially, is the greatest positive 
piece of agricultural legislation passed by 
the Congress in many years. Thus far, 
however, it has been only a potentialit:;r. 
Funds have never been appropriated so 
as to permit the Department and the 
State colleges to proceed to carry out 
the wishes of the Congress. We should 
not stand in the way of this program any 
longer. The time will come, altogether 
too soon, when the results of this !)ro
gram will be needed to facilitate the em
cient movement of agricultural produc-

. tion to the urban consumers. Much can 
be done to enhance the value of our agri
cultural production-to farmers and to 

· consumers-through the efficient place
ment of the products in the form and at 

· the time and place people want and need 
those products. To delay t:Qis program 
further will tend to destroy a part of its 
value, for time is one of our more valu
able assets. 

A great deal of latitude is possible 
and feasible in the improvement of our 
marketing and distribution system. Con
tinued pursuit of the solution of prob
lems now affecting the system will en
hance the value of our agricultural econ
omy to the benefit of farmers, dealers, 
and consumers. Savings of food and 
fiber and their byproducts, and increased 
emciency in the handling of these com-

· modities and products means increased 
earnings to farmers and businessmen, 
lower prices and greater nutrition to con

. sumers, and a greater wealth to this 
country. With conditions what they are 



5988 CONGRESSIONA-L RECORD-HOUSE MAY 28 

in the world today, the sooner we get 
started with this program the better it 
will be for all of us. 

l am unalterably opposed to appro
priation cuts in the Agriculture appropri
ation bill which would force the Govern
ment to renege on its promises to the 
agricultural producers. I believe that 

, some savings can be made, but I do not 
want the heart cut out of the AAA con
servation program or any other vital and 
necessary service just for the sake of 
reducing the budget. That is false 
economy. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Ch~irman, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, if the statement in last 
year's bill and the statement by the De-
partment of Agriculture to farmers that 
payments upon fertilizer and lime to be 
used upon that individual farmer's land 
will be made subject to the approval of 
the Congress and to appropriations by 
the Congress makes a contract, then I 
cannot understand English. As a mat
ter of fact, I think it might be of inter
est to the Congress to know and to realize 
just for whose benefit this operation is. 
Frankly, I have never had a farmer in 
my district-and it is an agricultural 
district-favor this operation to me. I 
have had many of them oppose it be
cause they do not believe in subsidies. 
But I found out the other afternoon, be
yond dispute, just what. is the source of 
this operation and the support for it. 
It is the fertilizer trust and the National 
Agricultural Limestone Association. 
Their lobbyist, a fellow by the name of 
Robert M. Koch, was around to see me 
the day before yesterday afternoon. He 
had taken a poll of some people in my 
district, and of Mr. DIRKSEN's district, 
and of Mr. PLUMLEY's district, and Mr. 
ANI:ERSEN's district, to find out how the 
farmers in those districts felt. I sup
pose these post cards were sent around 
to them by the fertilizer and limestone 
agents. He brought the thing in to indi
cate how strong the farmers were for it. 
I have not heard from a single one of 
them. 

Now, I wonder, are we passing on a bill 
for the benefit of the farmers, or for the 
Fertilizer Trust and the Limestone 
Trust? It is about time we began to 
think about what we are doing. 

Clearly, this item is for the benefit of 
the Fertilizer Trust and the Limestone 
Trust, and we ought to wake up and real
ize just exactly what it means. Why, 
the gentleman went so far as to indicate 
that if there was opposition to this, they 
would be able to see that none of these 
farmers voted the Republican ticket 
again. I am ready to meet that chal
lenge. I do not believe the farmers in 
my territory are going to be run around 
by the nose by the Fertilizer Trust and 
the Limestone Trust. I do not believe 
that the Congress of the United States 
is going to be a tool of, and supine to, the 
Fertilizer Trust and the Limestone Trust; 
and I hope that in opposing this amend
ment the Congress of the United States 
will show its independence o{ the Fer
tilizer Trust and the Limestone Trust. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Oklahoma. 

There was no objection; 
Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, I hope 

the committee will adopt the amendment 
of the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
CANNON]. 

The enormous cuts in appropriations 
for the Department of Agriculture come 
as a shock to the American farmer who 
is being called upon now to feed the 
entire world. At no point in this bill are 
these cuts more disastrous than in the 
reduction of funds for the AAA program 
now administered by the Production .and 
Marketing Administration. When ap
propriations were set at $300,000,000 for 
this item in 1946, a precedent was es
tablished, and in good faith the farmers 
have acted on that precedent. They de
pended upon it. Many of them have en
tered into commitments under it. Farm
ers performed their part of the bargain, 
and it is unfair that the Federal Gov
ernment should repudiate its part of the 
program. Unless these cuts are restored, 
this is going to mean money out of the 
pockets of our farmers on .matters that 
they have entered into in all good faith. 
In 1947 the farmers of Oklahoma were 
allotted $7,459,000 as Oklahoma's share 
of the $300,000,000 appropriation. Over 
70 percent of these funds have already 
been spent. Increased interest in con
servation has been so great that already 
many counties have spent all their 
funds. This is one· of the finest pro
grams ever authorized by this Congress. 
It is a program for America. It is a pro
gram to build up our own country. It is 
a program for the conservation of our 
soil upon which we depend for all the 
basic necessities of life. It is a demo
cratic program largely carried out by the 
farmers themselves. In all respects its 
operation has been thoroughly American. 
I sincerely hope that the committee will 
restore the full amount of the budget 
estimates for the PMA. Next to our 
children, our soil is our greatest national 
asset. Yet, despite this fact, we find 
these enormous reductions in budget es
timates, both in our triple-A program 
and in our program for school lunches 
which has been reduced from $75,000,000 
to $45,000,000. In its action on the school 
lunch item in the deficiency appropria
tion bill, this Congress has emphatically 
expressed its position with respect to this 
valuable program. I sincerely trust that 
it will restore the full amount of this 
item which, compared to the amount of 
money we have spent to feed foreign 
countries, is almost negligible. 

In rescinding all section 32 funds, the 
Appropriations Committee is saying in 
effect that although the advantages of 
tariff to industry are to be maintained, 
no offset will be allowed to the farmer. 
This action, in my opinion, will mark 
the beginning of an unfortunate prec
edent. I sincerely hope that the Com
mittee will see fit to restore this item. 

Many of the reductions in the es
timates of the Bureau of the Budget 
contemplated in this bill relate to loans 
on which the Government has made a 
profit. This is certainly true of REA. 

This program is not a gift to the farm
ers; it is a profitable investment. 
Every dollar spent for this program is 
coming back to the Government with 
interest. In many sections of the coun
try this program is in its infancy. In 
many counties in my own State and 
district, it is just getting started. In 
this bill we are saying to farmers in 
such areas that they are not entitled 
to the benefits which have already been 
extended to farmers in many other sec
tions of our country. The farmers are 
prosperous, and in times of prosperity 
they desire to build up their farms and 
to enhance their value for the future. 

Likewise, our farm-te~ancy loans, 
which have been considered the highest 
form of risk, have already proved in 
practice that they are sound. This pro
gram benefits the small farmer, the 
tenant farmer. It is a program which 
is converting many sections of our coun
try from that of farm tenancy to one 
of home ownership. It takes no per
suasion to convince anyone that home 
ownership is the foundation of a stable 
democracy. 

I trust that this House will not break 
faith with the American farmer. I 
trust and sincerely hope that we may 
be able to restore the drastic cuts which 
have been made in the budget estimates 
for agriculture in many particulars. 
We all want economy but not false econ
omy, not economy which will cut the 
heart out of our farm program. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. - Chairman, I 
wonder if we cannot agree on a time to 
limit debate and whether Members who 
want to be heard just want to extend 
their remarks.· 

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point. 

The OHAffiMAN. Is there objec
tion? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, I am a 

farmer. I have been extremely close 
to the agricultural programs since 1933, 
and was chairman of my county AAA 
committee from its inception until in 
1942 I was made a member of the State 
AAA committee, and subsequently chair
man of the State committee. During the 
period from 1933 to 1945 I participated 
in most of the national conferences 
which developed the detailed operational 
programs provided for by the Congress. 
During much of this same period, I was 
president of the association of vegetable 
producers in my State, and served for 
many years as a member of the national 
fruit and vegetable committee of the 
American Farm Bureau Federation. I 
also served for a period of time as cha,ir
man of the Virginia Peanut Growers 
Committee. 

One of the basic policies in existing 
legislation is concerned with the main
tenance and improvement of soil fer
tllity. The agricultural conservation 
program has contributed immeasurably 
to the resources of our soils and to the 
productivity of our national agriculture. 
In the appropriation bill last year, the 
Department of Agriculture was author
ized to develop a program of agricultural 
conser.vation for the current year to the 
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extent of $300,000,000; to-be appropri-ated 
by this Congress. I question -the wisdom 
of so drastic a curtailment as -is proposed 
in this bill. I do concur in the belief 
that producers generally are financially 
able to bear a much greater proportion of 

: the costs of conservation practices than 
they are now doing.. l believe the· au
thorization for next year can be sub-

. stantially reduced without seriously re
tarding the constructive conservation 
that has been started, but I do not think 
it wise to completely eliminate provision 
for sponsoring agricultural conservation 

· in future years. . 
I do not think we can classify agricul

tural conservation as a subsidy to farm
ers. The protection, preservation, and 
upbuilding of our soil's resources is of 

-- extreme importance from the standpoint 
~ of national welfare. In spite of all our 
educational activities among farmers, 
and in spite of the tremendous amount 
of progress that has been made toward 
developing in them a consciousness of 

. the necessity for protecting their soils, 

. the time has not yet arrived when indi
vidual farmers, acting entirely on their 

~ own volition, will carry out conservation· 
, measures which are so necessary for the 
protecting of soil fertility, and for the 
assuring to our Nation agricultural pro
ductivity adequate for our needs. 

From my long association with our 
various agricultural programs I am not 

· convinced that the present Federal policy 
toward . agriculture is the best policy to 

· pursue in the indefinite future. I have 
· some convictions with respect to chang
, ing our approach and eliminating the 
detailed involvment of the Federal Gov
ernment into the production, habits, and 
proce<iures of individual farmers. I 
think we can avoid any semblance of 
regimentation, and simultaneously pro
mote a sound ·agriculture in the best 
interests of our Nation. I am planning 
to offer certain suggestions of this nature 
for the consideration of the Agriculture • 
committee. 

Until we have improved legislation with 
respect to agriculture, I think it is in
cumbent upon us to utilize to best ad
vantage, and as economically as possible, 
those facilities which are provided in 
existing legislation. I think it would be 

, unwise for us to eliminate all our em
. phasis on soil conservation and believe 
we should approve this amendment. 

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last four words. 

Mr. Chairman, I am supporting an in
crease in the appropriation for soil con
servation and for the Production and 
Marketing Administration for the reason 
that for generation after generation, we 
have been exploiting our soil-the great
est heritage which God has given to us 
and our children; and only recently have 
we begun to replenish that soil. 

This is not alone the responsibility of 
the individual farmer, but it is the re
sponsibility of the Government of the 
United States. Fundamentally, the sta
bility of this country rests upon its soil. 
When that soil is depleted to such an 
extent that it ·will not sustain .our econ
omy, then we must go the way of the 
great nations of the past who neglected 
that great heritage and went into decay. 

T.o deny these funds now, 1n my opin
ion, would be one of the greatest mistakes 
in judgment that the Congress of the 
United States could make. We are just 

. beginning-the real surface of soil con
servation ·has only been scratched. I 
think now, especially, when we are head
ing _into a new period of world recovery 
when not only the·fate of our own Nation 
but the fate of the world is tied up in 
whether or not the. people of the world 
have plenty to eat and plenty to wear, it 
would be particularly tragic if we, the 
Congress, should recoil from our responsi
bility and affect a penny-wise, pound
foolish economy. 

It is needless for me to stand here and 
argue to the Congress the merits of soil 
conservation. It would be childish in
deed, because the benefits are well rec
ognized, and the fruits of the program 
speak for themselves. 

So I shall not take any more of your 
time, but my vote is for an increase 1n 
the appropriation . 

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it is regrettable that 
so much politics has been injected into 
the nonpolitical subject of an agricul
tural appropriation bill. The Nation 

·cannot survive without food and fiber. 
This food and 'fiber are and must be 
produced by agriculture. Yet it is ap
parent that there are those among us 
who are more interested in making this 

· a political bill than they are in the well
being of and production on the part of 
the farmer and economy on the part of 
government. 

Everybody concedes that during the 
last political campaign the Republican 
Party promised elimination of all pos
sible waste and pledged itself to the 
strictest economy in the operation of 
government, including the Department 
of Agriculture. In keeping with this 
pledge, every item in the President;s 
budget has been carefully scrutinized 
by a diligent subcommittee on agricul
tural appropriations. Weeks have been 
consumed in this study. The Depart
ment has been· required to Justify every 
request made in its budget. This has 
been an interminable job on the part of 
the committee. Be it remembered that 
the testimony in the hearings before· 
this subcommittee was taken down· in 
shorthand and is before us today for 
consideration. These printed hearings 
have been available fOr study by mem
bers generally. The volume consists of 
printed pages and is mute evidence not 
only of the painstaking care of the com
mittee but · also is proof that the cuts 
made in this bill are justified. 

Yes, these printed hearings prove con
clusively that cuts were not made with a 
meat ax, as alleged by some of the speak
ers. The whole Department, and air of 
the activities in the name of agriculture · 
carried on by the Department, have been 
laid on the operating table and the parts 
of the organization unnecessary to effi
cient -functioning have been eliminated. 
A ·reading of these hearings is conclusive 
proof that the delicate knife of the sur
geon has been used; that there has been 
no meat-ax operation, and that only non-

essential expenditures have been elim
. tnated. 

Mr. Chairman, there is a di1ference be
tween essential things and desirable 
things. With a national debt of approxi
mately $260,000,000,000 we must take 
stock of our resources and our ability to 
pay. We can all think. of improvements 
1n our homes and of desirable changes 
possible, but none of us would think of 
making these changes if in doing so we 
were marching directly toward bank-

· ruptcy. Our country must be kept sol
vent. There is a limit to the amount of 

. money the taxpayer can contribute to 
government, and the people are demand
ing that the Congress recognize this fact, 
cut expenditures, balance the budget, 
provide for the payment of the national 
debt and proceed from here on out on a 
sound fiscal basis. Now this cannot be 
accomplished without more economy in 
government, and there is only one way to 
bring about this economy and that is by 
cutting and reducing every penny of out
go that is, not absolutely essential at the 
moment. 

Mr. Chairman, as I have told the House 
so many times, I represent one of the 
most productive agricultural districts in 
the country. Our activities on the ~arm 
are varied and there are few provisions 
in this appropriation bill that do not 
have a direct bearing on some part of 
agriculture within my district. Conse
quently I am vitally and· earnestly inter
ested. I want to do the right thing for 
my district. I realize, however, that the 
prosperity of the country and the well
being of the several congressional dis
tricts are dependent upon the national 
economy, and that it takes prosperity in 
all of the districts to make national pros
perity. There are some cuts in this bill 

· which do affect my farmers more than 
farmers in some other districts. Nat
urally these constituents do not want 
these cuts and have so advised me. How
ever, I have faith in them, and when 
they consider the national picture I feel 
sure they will not ask for favors in their 
particular cases. The real trouble in 
bringing about economy in government 
is that, while each group and most indi
viduals favor ·economy, yet all want the 
economy applied to the other fellow. 

In popular vernacular it is not a ques
tion of "let George do it,'' but it is a 
question of "do it, but let George pay for 
it." It is just too bad that the honest, 
sincere, and conscientious effort of the 
Appropriations Committee to keep faith 
with the people and weed out wasteful 
and unnecessary expenditures is being 
made a political football. I feel sure that 
no one will accuse me of being offensively 
partisan in the consideration of any leg
islation. It is true that the Republicans, 
preceding the last election, did promise 
to reduce the number of Federal em
ployees and to bring more economy to 
the Government. I thought that in this 
effort the cooperation of the Democrats 
could rightfully be expected. Appar
ently I guessed wrong, because up to this 
good hour, while this appropriation bill 
is being read for amendment, there has 
been a solid Democratic vote against 
practically evecy cut proposed by the ma
jority. Yes; most of the Republicans 
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have voted for the cuts, yet partisanship 
has not so unanimously prevailed. There 
has not been a vote on an amendment 
where the Republicans voted on strict 
party lines. Indeed, the well-being of 
agriculture is not· and should not depend 
entirely on the edict or strategy of 'any 
political party organization. 

If a Member is convinced that a re
duction is not justified. and will injure 
rather than help the country, then he 
is doing wrong if he does not vote ac
cordingly. On the other hand, if he 
responds to a crack of a political party 
whip, for political purposes only, then 
he is doing his country a disservice. 

Mr. Chairman, I have given careful 
attention to the printed committee re
port. I have gone through the bill. I 
regret that in my opinion the safety of 
our country requires the elimination of 
some worthy activities on the part of the 
Government for the time being; that is, 
I favor doing some of the things sug
gested in the President's budget but 
under all the circumstances, am con~ 
vinced that this is not the time. I 
knmy, as we all know, that when this 
bill goes to the Senate additional sums 
will be added, and that the final Agri
culture appropriation bill will be a com
promise between the views of the two 
Houses. 

In voting for this measure, I am giving 
due consideration to the studied conclu
sions of the committee reporting the 
bill . which knows more about the details 
than the rest of the House can hope to 
know in the time which can be given for 
consideration. 

In conclusion, may I beseech the Mem
bers to forget the center aisle which di-

. vides our seats politically? Let us think 
entirely of our responsibility to agricul
ture and the country at large rather than 
campaign issues in the 1948 election. 
Political strategy is all right in its place 
but it is entirely out of place when deal~ 
ing with a nonpartisan question upon 
which the very existence of the Republic 
rests. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. Chairman I 
would like to see if we can agree t-o a 
limitation of debate on this section. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that an debate on this section and 
all amendments thereto close in 30 
minutes. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. C.hairman, re
serving· the right to object, I have not 
spoken on the bill yet. Unless I can get 
5 minutes I will object. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, the 
membership should realize that if every
body is going to be recognized on every 
amendment we are going to be here for 
a long, long time. 

Mr. BROOKS. What is wrong about 
giving the farmers a break? 

Mr. DIF..-KSEN. That sounds inter-
esting, of course. · 

Mr. c :1airman, I move that all debate 
on this section of the bill and all amend

- ments thereto close in 40 minutes, the 
last 15 to be reserved to the committee. 

Mr. CANNON. That is perfectly 
agreeable, with 15 minutes reserved to 

- the committee. _ 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the motion. 
The motion was agreed to. 

· The CHAffiMAN. In order -that there 
may be no misunderstanding the Chair 
will read the names of those seeking 
recognition at the time the motion pre
vailed: Messrs. ANDERSON of California, 
POAGE, BROOKS, WOOD, ALLEN of Louisi
ana, PACE, CASE of South Dakota WHIT
'lllNGTON, ·and 15 minutes for the com
mittee. 

The gentleman from South Dakota 
[Mr. CAsE] is recognized. 

A MATTER OF HONOR 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, whatever I shall say is not 
prompted by the Fertilizer Trust or the 
Limestone Trust. I do not think either 
of them operate in my congressional dis
trict or in South Dakota to any extent. 
What I shall say goes to the question of 
the moral obligation of this Congress. 

In passing, however, in order that the 
country may know that the ranchers in 
my district earn their payments I wish 
to say that the great bulk of these pay
ments go for building stock-water dams. 

, Mr. Chairman, the year I was first 
elected to Congress -was 1936, one of the 
tough drought years in the northern 
Great Plains. In 1934, and again in 1936, 
I campaigned on the slogan "A dam, an 
irrigated garden, and some trees on every 
farm in western South Dakota." When 
~lected, I pursued every honorable course 
to make that goal conie true. 

I proposed the use of the old resettle
ment grants to encourage water conser-

. vation. I supported the Water Facilities 
Act. I wrote the bill which was called 
the Case-Wheeler Act, or, more officially, 
the Water Conservation and Utility Act, 
to get double duty from relief dollars . 
I urged that the _old triple A program 
place its emphasis upon actual water
conservation practices. I supported at 

_ every opportunity the building of stock
, water dams as the logical conservation 

practice for these payments in my dis-
trict. · 

And I have seen a transformation in 
the water resources on the ranches in my 
congressional district in the last 7 years. 

In 1940, in my district alone, 8,040 
dams were built on 7,746 farms or 
ranches. In 1941, there were 6,247 dams 
built on 6,101 farms. The program slack
ened a bit during the war because of labor 
and machinery problems, naturally, but 
still progress was made. And in 1946, the 
first postwar year, 7, 788 dams were built 
on 5,831 South Dakota farms, of which 
5,565 dams were on 4,178 farms in my 
congressional district. 

Since the inception of the program in 
1937, the first year I was a member of 
Congress, through 1946-10 years--there 
have been constructed a total of 5'1,812 
dams on 51,147 farms in South Dakota, 
70 percent of which are in the western 
half of the State, the so-called short
grass country. The dirt moved in build
ing these dams totaled 76,194,754 cubic 
yards. 

Along with this dam-building program 
went tree planting, rotation grazing, and 
contour stripping. I mention these 
things, Mr. Chairman, to dispel once and 
for all any idea that in my district the 
fertilizer trust has anything to do with 
the program, or that any such trust has 
anything to do with my attitude in this 
matter. 

The people in my congressional dis
trict work for these conservation pay
ments and these exist to show what they 
have done. 

I will, of course, agr~e with anyone 
who says that good as any program may 
be, there may come a time when you 
cannot afford to put out the cash for 
it. If the time has come to say that we 
will not authorize a conservation-pay
ment program for next cr9p year; that is 
one thing, and the sound-thinking people 
of my district will not complain if that 
is the situation. I have never seen the 
time, however, Mr. Chairman, when it 
was desirable to welch upon an obliga
tion, either individually or natiqnally. 
And it is to that point I now address 
myself. 

A year ago when this matter was be
fore the House of Representatives the 
gentleman who was then in charge of the 
bill, Mr. Tarver, of Georgia, specifically 
called attention to the fact that there 
was language in the bill which proposed 
to put a ceiling upon the amount of these 
practices for which 1Q47 contracts might 
be entered into with the farmers. He 
called attention to the fact that that was 
a ceiling of $300,000,000. After directing 
attention to it he then offered an amend
ment and advised the House he was doing 
it so that it would in effect make the 
ceiling also a fioor and permit the rep
resentatives of the Department to enter 
into contracts with the farmers on the 
basis of conservation practices amount
ing to $300,000,000. 

The amendment specifically changed 
the language in the proviso of the. bill 
with that avowed intent. 

Mr. Tarver had called attention to 
what he proposed to do in advance of 
offering the amendment and then when 
he offered it did so in these words: 

I quote from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
for March 8, 19~6. page 2081: 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I am presenting 
for the consideration of the Committee of the 
Whole the question to which I made refer
ence a few moments ago. That is, whether 
or not :vou are going to autho:;:-ize for the crop 
year 1947 program $300,000,000. I am pre
senting it in language which is so definite 
in character as to admit of no misconstruc
tion. It is the time now to decide whether 
you wo.nt to reduce the ·1947 crop-year pj:o
gram, not next year after the plans or the 
Department and those of State AAA authori
ties and the farmers have already b.een com
pleted. If we want tp reduce it, reduce it 
now and reject my amendment and offer some 
other amendment to in~Ucate a lower ,figure. 

But if you want to fix it definitely and in 
such form as to enable the farmers of the 
country to rely upon it implicitly so that even 
the Bureau of the Budget cannot disregard 
it, then adopt the amendment which I have 
offered. 

I may say that I have submitted this 
amendment to the members of the subcom
mittee, and it is, therefore, offered as· a com
mittee amendment, since it met with their 
approval. · 

I hope the amendment will be adopted. 
Mr. PoAGE. Mr. Chairman; will the gentle

man yield? 
Mr. TARVER. I yield. 
Mr. PoAGE. I wish to see 1! I thoroughly 

understand the ·amendment. The bill as now 
written puts on a ceiling of $300,ooo-,ooo for 
next year. · ' · 

Mr. TARVER. Exactly. 
Mr. PoAGE. As I understand it, 1! we adopt 

-the gentleman's amendment, we have in effect 
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approved $300;000,000 for next year without 
either putting it up or down; in other words, 
it 1s a kind of floor as well as ceiling. 

Mr. TARVER. That is correct. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the 

amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Georgia. 

The question was taken; and on a division 
(demanded by Mr. TABER) there were-ayes 
62, noes 19. 

So the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. Chairman, it will be noted that 
this issue was raised as specifically as 
the English language could raise it. The 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PoAGE] 
asked: 

As I understand !t, if · we adopt the gentle
man's amendment we have in effect approved 
$300,000,000 for next year without either put
ting it up or down; in other words, it is a 
kind of a fioor as well as a ceiling. 

Mr. TARVER. That is correct. 

Immediately thereafter the chairman 
put the question and the amendment 
was adopted. The record is ' clear. · 

The representatives of the Department 
were entitled to lay out the program in 
the various States upon the basis of a 
$300,000,000 program for this crop year 
of 1~47, and they ~id so. 

Now, there may be some Members who 
. can salve their conscience by saying 
somewhere, in fine print, upon the con
tract submitted tu the farmer-there is 
some suggestion this thing might be 
changed by a subsequent appropriation 

. of Congress-but my conscience permits 
no such evasion. . 

Under the language of the record as 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of 
March 8, 1946, I cannot go to the farm
ers and ranchers in my district who have 
engaged in contracts for the building of 
dams and who are now told, many of 
them, that under the cut proposed they 
will have to refund the money already 
received and paid for contracts for the 
building of dams into which they have 
already entered, and qualify the promise 
that was made by the House of Repre
sentatives and, Mr. Chairman, I do not 
propose to do so. 

I shall vote for the pending amend
ment, as a matter of honor as I inter
pret the record. 

<Under permission subsequently 
granted by the House, Mr. CASE of South 
Dakota appended the following table 
to his remarks: > 

Dams and reservoirs, 1940-45 
!Dirt in thousands of cubic yards] 

County 

Bennatt •••••••• ---•••• ----•••• -----.--•••••• -----~-
Butte. _______ ._. __ •••••••••••••••• ------------------Corson .••••• ______ •• ___ • _______ • ________ ._. ________ _ 
Custer __ ------------------ __ . ___ :---------- ___ -·------

; ~:li~fver~~=:: ~: ::::: :::::::: ~::::::::::::::::::: =·= 
Gregory __ ------------------------------------------Haakon ____________________________________________ _ 
Harding_._ .. :"·- ________ ------_----------------- __ _ Jackson ___ ••••••• ______ •• __________________________ _ 

Jones. __ ------------_------- _____ ------------------_ Lawrence .••• _._. ____ •• _____ • _____ ••• _:._. ____ • __ • __ 
Lyman_ ••••••• : . __ ----------------------------- ___ _ Meade. _______ .. ____________ ._ ••. _____ . __ . ___ ..... --

. Mcllct.te _._ ----- __ . _ -------- _____ --------------- _ ----Pennington ___ .; ____________________________________ _ 

~~~~n ~====:: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: =:::: 
~~J~: ::::::::: =: =:: = ==: = = = = = = = =: = = = = =: = == = =: = = = ==: 
TriPP-----------------------------------------------W ashahauJ!h __________ ------ _______ _. _____ -----------Zicbach _____ _____ . __________________________________ _ 

. 
1940 

112.0 
471.2 
'Zl5. 7 
221.4 
418.4 
609.1 
247.7 
633.5 
607.4 
200.8 
104.4 
30.3 

617.6 
862.1 
408.1 
538.1 
353.6 
120.4 
294.1 
161.4 
249.9 
163.1 
612.3 

---

1941 1942 

86. f) 16.3 
63.3 303.4 

283.6 7~. 8 
167.9 141.0 
470.0 161.4 
541.9 367.3 
188.4 260.7 
569.6 415.3 
435. f) 255.6 
177.7 203.8 
411.1 153.1 
11.7 20.5 

424.1 307.9 
865.6 517.8 
359.4 263.2 
547.4 292.4 
447.4 ' 211.0 
127.5 25.7 
375.4 !283. 2 

. 123.8 21.8 
252.4 247.2 
8Q.8 24.8 

546.5 306.0 ---

1943 1944 1945 

--- ---
8.1 5. 6 1.3 

313.6 300.5 523.6 
62.7- 41.7 146.7 

1Z7. 4 135.2 269.6 
181.7 191.8 233.2 
239.9 307.5 415.8 
155.7 151.3 189.8 
325.2 440.6 580.8 
165.4 169.9 198.3 
139.1 131.3 240.2 
332.4 360.8 701.0 
18.1 45.8 61.0 

266.1 417.7 422.5 
~-54. 7 499.3 837.9 
264.5 2r.7.1 436.3 
359.7 344.4 61().1 
205.1 124.8 325.0 
24.0 7. 8 19.2 

230.2 318.6 356.4 
32.4 25.9 73.2 

230. 0 160.4 343.6 
26.7 17.1 36. () 

337. (i 1133.1 227.2 
---------

TotaL·-···----------------------------------- 8, 320.6 7, 558. 3 4, 878. !2 4, 500.3 4, 698.: 7, ~9. 6. 

The CHAIRMAN. The chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
POAGE]. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, hesi
tant as I am to take the time of this 
House to again read the record to which 
reference has been ·frequently made, I 
cannot fail to ask each Member to read 
once more pages 2080 and 2081 of the 
RECORD of March 8, 1946. That is the 
record of this House when it considered 
this bill-last year. A part of that record 
reads: 

Mr. TARVER. Mr. Chairman, I offer a com
mittee amendment. 
· The Clerk read as follows: 

"Committee amendment offered by Mr. 
Tarver: on page 48, lin~ 21 to 23, strike 
out all tl1e language within the parentheses 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
'amounting to $300,000,000, including ad-
ministration.~. " ' 

Mr. TARVER. Mr, Chairman, I am present
ing for the consideration of the Committee 
of the Whole the question to which I made 
reference a few moments ago. .That is, 
whether. or not you are ·going to authorize 
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for the crop year 1947 program, $300,000,000. 
I am presenting it in language which is so 
definite in character as to admit of no mis
construction. It is the time now to decide 
whether you want to reduce the 1947 crop
year program, not next year after the plans 
of the Department and those of State AAA 
authorities and the farmers have already 
been completed. If w_e want to reduce it, re
duce it now and reject my ·amendment and 
offer some other amendment to indicate a 
lower figure. 

But 1! you want t(l fix it definitely and in 
such form as to enable the farmers of the 
country to rely upon it implicitly so that 
even the Bureau of the Budget cannot dis
regard it, then adopt the amendment which 
I have offered. 

I may say that I have submitted this 
amendment to the members of the subcom
mittee and it is, therefore, offered as a com

. mittee amendment, since it met with their 
approval. 

I hope the amendment will be adopted. 
Mr. PoAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the gentle

. man yielQ.? 
Mr. TARVER. I yield. , 
Mr. PoAGE. I wish to see 1t I thoroughly 

understand the amendment. J ' • 

The bill as now written puts on a. ceiling 
of $300.000,000 for next year . 

Mr. TARVER. Exactly. 
Mr. POAGE. As I understand it, if we adopt 

the gentleman's amendment, we have in effect 
approved $300,000,000 for next year without 
either putting it up or down; in other words, 
it is a kind of floor as well as ceiling. · 

Mr. TARVER. That is correct. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on the 

amendment offered by the gentleman from 
Georgia. ·-

The question was taken; and on a division 
(demanded by Mr. TABER) there were-ayes 
62, noes 19. 

So the amendment was agreed to. _ 

There may be Members who feel that 
they can escape responsibility for this 
commitment by citing the fact that the 
Department of Agriculture has always 
shown a suspicion of the promises of 
Congress and has put some fine-print 
provisions in niost of the conservation 
contril,cts with farmers advising that the 
payments· were contingent on · congres
sional ·appropriations. I am not one of 
those who feel that I can break niy 
promise on such a :flimsy pretense. As a 
matter of fact, the Congress has given 
its solemn promise that the farmers 
would have $300,000,000 for soil-conser
vation payments during the crop year· of 
1947. · The farmer could well understand 
the warning of the Department of Agri
culture and still rely implicitly on the 
direct promise of the Congress itself. 
You and I made that promise. I am go
ing to -~ry to keep my promise. I wish 
that all of my colleagues on the majority 
side would join with the distinguished 
chairman of the Agriculture Committee 
and some 8 or 10 other Members who 
evidently respect their promise even in 
the face of party pressure. No one can 
read the record and seriously deny that 
this House did promise the farmers of 
America that they would have $300,000,-
000 for soil-conservation practices during 
the crop year of 1947. 

We told the Department of Agriculture 
that they should work on a program of 
$300,000,000-not more and not less, but 
exactly $SOO,OOO,OOO. They have worked 
on that kind of a program and they have 
made promises to the States on that 
basis. The law required the allocations 
to be on the basis of $300,000,000. The 
money has been promised to the counties 
on that basis. The law we passed so 
required it. 

So that those of you who do not under
stand this may know just how it works, 
I will give you an illustration from down 
in Texas, and it works the same way in 
every State. The $300,000,000 is first al
located to each of the several States. 
Then the State divides their allocation 
between the counties. 

As an example, in Bell County, Tex., 
the county was . allocated $129,200, · ~o 
carry out the 1947 agricultural conserva
tion program. Of this amount $110,656 
had been obligated prior to May 24, 1S47. 
Sixty-eight thousand three hundred dol
lars has aiready been earned. That is 
the farmers of Bell County have already 
done· work which entitles them to more 
than this bill will pay. 

In McLennan County, Tex·., $140,600 
was allocated for the 1947 crop year, and 

- ot'this amount $110,589 had already been 
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earned on May 23. That means that 
if we break faith with these farmers and 
give them only the half of what we prom
ised, which the committee proposes,. it 
will not only be impossible to pay for the 
work that has been done but, in addition, 
those farmers are going to have to refund 
to the United States Government at least 
$30,000 that they had every right to be
lieve was theirs. Nor will it be possible 
for any of the farmers of McLennan 
County who recently signed up to receive 
any payment at all for the practices 
which he carries out. 

This means that the United States 
Government, instead of carrying out its 
promise to the farmers, is going to find 
itself in the position of an Indian giver, 
going around and taking from the farm
ers what it solemnly promised. 

The chairman of the Appropriations 
<Committee has suggested that this pro
gram is simply for the benefit of the sell
ers of limestone and of fertilizer. I feel 
that this is a very unfair and unfound
ed charge. No processor of fertilizer 
gets a dime out of the construction of a 
terrace. No · producer of limestone 
makes any profit from the construction 
of a tank -or stock pond. As a matter 
of fact, this charge simply could not be 
true in my section of the country, and 
I believe my section has done just about 
as much as any section in the way of 
soil conservation. As far as I know, 
there is not a ton of limestone sold in 
my district. Probably there should be, 
but our people feel that it is even more 
important to keep the soil where it is
to keep it from washing away. We use 
very little fertiliZer. We should use 
more, but first we feel we must stop our 
soil from washing away. Maybe, when 
we have stabilized our soil, we will find 
ourselves using more limestone and fer
tilizer, but certainly for the crop year 
of 1947 the charges of the gentleman 
from New York are unfair and im
possible. 

Nor can I salve my conscience, as the 
gentleman from California does, by say
ing that it will be all right to break our 
promise because the farmers of Califor
nia are rich. Unfortunately, my farmer.s 
are not rich. Unfortunately, even with 
present prices my farmers are making 
less than most factory workers. But if 
every farmer wer~ as· rich as the gentle
man from California boasts his farmers 
are, it would not, as I see it, be any . ex
cuse for welching on our promise. If I 
sign a note, I try to pay it even if it falls 
into the hands of the richest man in 
Texas. I would hate to think that my 
Government was not as scrupulous in 
keeping its promises as I feel private citi
zens should be. 

I have had no opportunity to discuss 
the merits of these payments. I feel that 
these payments have resulted in a real 
recognition of the importance of soil 
conservation. I feel that there is noth
ing more vital to the long-time welfare 
of our entire country than the preserva
tion of our soil. I feel that it is clear 
that these expenditures are of tremen
dous benefit to our country. I think the 
bill should not only include $300,000,000 
for the 1947 crop year, but it should also 
provide Ior a continuation of this worth
while program. However, I cannot but 

fear .that a committee. or a party that 
will repudiate a solemn promise for 1947 
can hardly be expected to give consider
ation to the needs of the future. There:. 
fore, while I feel that this amendment 
should go further and make provision 
for a program for 1948, I shall enthu
siastically support the amendment as be- · 
ing the very minimum that this Congress 
can do if it has any regard for the com
mitments of our Government. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
BROOKS]. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to follow through a bit on what the gen
tleman from Texas and the gentleman· 
from South Dakota have said. I think 
it is tragic to break faith with a large 
group of the population of the country. 
It is especially tragic to break faith with 
the farmers, and that is what I think 
they are doing. But just as important, 
in my opinion, Mr. Chairman, is there
sult to the country and to the world gen
erally of this breaking faith with thos'e 
who till the soil. I have already heard 
from one farmer in my district who is 
disturbed about commitments that i:ie 
has already made. He was out in the 
field working. He was out in the ·field 
plowing, seeking to produce the food and 
the fiber that this world needs so badly 
at the present time. He was out there 
as he should have been, and as millions 
of.-other farmers are today, working and 
producing. Word came to this farmer 
from Washfngton that there is a great 
disturbance in tne farm program; that 
there is a great change going on up here 
in the plans that he thought he could 
rely upon in his planting season. He is 
disturbed mentally. He is disturbed 
financially, and the result upon his activ
ity an~ his production in this country 
is going to be immediate. The country 
is going to suffer from this change and 
from this breaking faith by the Congress 
with the farmers of the Nation. We are 
going to have less food at a time when 
the world critically needs food. We are 
going to have less -fiber at a time when 
the world is half clothed as a result of 
the greatest war in all history. And I 
say that perhaps above and beyond our 
breaking faith with' the farmers in pass
ing this amendment is the tragic result 
upon the production in this country and 
its effect upon the world as a whole. It 
is incalculable. I am truly sorry to see 
this provision in this bill. 

Mr. PRESTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PRESTON. Mr. Chairman, al

though I intended speaking on this bill 
later during the discussion, I cannot re
frain from voicing my protest Btt the ef
fort of the committee to force the Con
gress to invalidate binding contracts en
tered into between the United States 
Government and farmers all over Amer
ica. The sum of $300,000,000 was au
thorized by the Seventy-ninth Congress 
on March 8, 1946 to be expended during 
the crop year 1947, under the soil con
servation program. Unless we live up 

to our contract the American farmer will 
lose all faith , In his GoverD.iiient. · and 
rightly so. This · program has meant 
much to the South and tbe West. ~ It 
has been a· good investment in from the 
standpoint of improving the soil. It has 
provided the needed incentive to cause 
the general upbuilding and improving · of 
our soil. It is the only forward step· our 
Government has ever taken toward this 
end. No one can deny that the pro
gram has been st,lCcessful and I say, Mr. 
Chairman, that this fact, coupled with 
the legal_ and moral obligation made by 
the last Congress makes it mandatory 
that we adopt this amendment to C8.rry 
on this vital program. I strongly de
nounce this entire bill and the political 
party who sponsors it. It is too much 
to hope for when we permit ourselves 
ever to believe that the Republican 
Party will sponsor any legislation favor
able to the farmer. History reveals that 
they never have. In this matter now 
under discussion a sense of honesty and 
fair dealing demands favorable action on 
the amendment restoring this ill-advised 
cut. When we do this we can face the 
farmer and feel free from the guilt which 
will be ours if this amendment is ·lost. 
Let us not make the farmer the goat of 
partisian politics. Give him his just 
dues. God knows he is entitled to it if 
any group in America is. 

. The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes ·the gentleman-from Geo:rgia [Mr. · 
Woonl. . . 

Mr. WOOD. Mr. Chairman, it has al
ways been my thought that the CongreSs 
of the United States shoUld move cau
tiously on the question of the subsidiza
tion of any industry, but in the event 
that such subsidization is ever justified 
by· the· Congress it is my thought that 

·the most deserving group in America is 
that group of men engaged in agricul
ture. I was jn my home town last week 
end, at which time I was visited by a 
group of farmers, headed by -the local 
chairman of the county organization. 
They presented me with figures to show 
that the farmers in that county, under 
the program that this Congress gu'aran
teed to the American farmers last year 
on the 8th da-y of March. in the language 
that has been read to you by the gentle
man who preceded me, have already 
earned under that program more this 
year than they got last year in the whole 
crop year. . 

In the presentation of the amendment 
which fixed this sum in the bill that w~s 
passed here in March of last year, the 
distinguished chairman of the subcom
mittee handling this appropriation, the 
Honorable Malcolm Tarver, of Georgia, 
used this very exact language in addres~
ing the Co:Q.gress, which was adopted by 
the House and written into the law, and 
it affects this crop year, and I want to 
read "it to you. He said; 

I am presenting it in language which is so 
definite in character as to admit of no mis
construction. It is the time now to decide 
whether you want to reduce the 1947 crop
year program, not next year aft er the plans 
of the Department and those of St ate A~A 
authorities and the farmers have already 
been completed. If we want to reduce it, 
reduce it now and reject my amendm~nt and 
offer some other amendment to indicate a 
lower ngure. 
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That was a challenge to the Members 

of Congress to determine then what the 
farmers might expect in 1947, and we 
here said then, "We will authorize this 
expenditure that is carried in this 
amendment for the crop year of 1947." · 

If this proposition were a private mat
ter between any two individuals or cor
porations in America in a court of justice 
that sort of an implied agreement could 
be enforced by judgment of our courts. 

the promises made the farmer for·19<17 should , 
be met in full and that a long-range program 
for the advancement of soil conservation 
should be carried out; that a copy of this 
resolution be mailed to the office of the Texas 
Farm Bureau Federation, and a copy mailed 
to President Edward A. O'Neal, of the Na
tional Federation, asking them to do every-
thing in their power to have this reduction 
restored when the appropriation bill is passed 
on by the House and by the Senate." 

The foregoing resolution was passed by the 
members of the Childress County Farm 
Bureau Federation at their regular meeting Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? • on May 26, 1947, at Childress, Tex. 
Mr. WOOD. I yield to the gentleman 

from Texas. · 
Mr. POAGE. Congress made it illegal 

for them to offer any other program ex
cept the $300,000,000 program, did it not? 

Mr. WOOD. The gentleman is cor
rect. 

Aside from the merits of the . program 
which the funds provided by this amend
ment are designed to finance, and my 
limited time forbids a discussion thereof, 
I maintain that this Congress ~annot 
now afford to break faith with the farm
ers of America by now welshing on its 
pledged word which has been acted on in 
good faith by them. 
· The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
WORLEY]. 

Mr. WORLEY. Mr. Chairman, let us 
see what the farmers themselves think of 
the action which the Republicans recom
mend here today. I hold in my hand a 
resolution from the Childress County, 
Tex., Farm Bureau Federation, which 
reads as follows-: 

"Whereas during the past 15 years, the 
Government of the United States of Amer
ica, working through and by its own Dep~rt
ment of Agriculture, has encouraged and 
fostered the idea of soil conservation, it be
ing the aim of the Department of Agriculture 
to build up the farming land in this country 
so that future generations, yet unborn, may 
live in a land that is self-supporting and 
enjoy the abundance of life that past genera
tions have enjoyed. 

"Whereas the House Approprietion Com
mittee of the House of Representatives re
ported the Department of Agriculture ap
propriation bill on Friday, May 23, 1947, and 
such bill contained various reductions that 
will tend to cause the Department of Agricul
ture to cease its operations on portions of 
its farm program, and will curtail other func
tions of the Department that are vitally nec
essary for the welfare of our people. 

"Whereas at the beginning of the crop 
year, 1947, a handbook was printed and dis
tributed by the Department of Agriculture, 
in which certain soil-conservation practices 
were outlined and payments for carrying out 
said practices were established. 

"Whereas newspapers are carrying articles 
originating in Washington, D. C., to the effect 
that although farmers have been promised 
certain payments for carrying out soil con
servation practices; and although a good 
many of these practices have already been 
carried out by the farmers, that the Congress 
of the United States, by voting a reduction 
in the appropriations for the Department of 
Agriculture, will deny the farmers the pay
ment in full that was promised them in the 
handbook for 1947. 

"Whereas the farmers of America have car- · 
ried out their part of the 1947 program in 
good faith: Now •. therefore, be it 

"Resolved, That the Childress County 
Farm Bureau Federation, go on record as 
opposing the reductions in the appropria
-tions for the Department of Agriculture, as 
the members of the organization think that 

Mrs. FRANK L. TAYLoR, 
Secretary. 

On motion duly made and seconded the 
members voted to ask the secretary to mail 
copies of the foregoing resolution to the fol
lowing: Hon. Eugene Worley; Hon. Tom Con
n;:tlly; Hon. Lee O'Daniel; Mr. Cllnton P. 
Anderson; Chairman Hope, House Agricul
ture Committee. 

I also quote a wire I received from Mr. 
Joe Hatton, district farm bureau direc
tor, sent from Amarillo, Tex.: 

I have been in several Panhandle counties. 
Farmers are greatly alarmed at House Appro
priation Committee action. We are counting 
on your help in getting essential funds re
stored on section 32, on AAA, and on other 
measures' appropriation, and vital to all of us. 

Another from Mr. W. J. Clements, of 
Childress, Tex.: 

Childress County farmers, ACA, feels that 
Congregs is breaking faith with farmers by 
reducing soil-conservation payments that 
were promised rirst of year for 1947. Sug
gest you call Republicans' attention to this 
breach of contract, and use all your influence 
in restoring funds for 1947-48 program. 

And from Mr. A. E. Wise, president, 
Randall County Farm Bureau, of Canyon, 
Tex., I received the following: . 

We note there has been a drastic reduction 
in appropriation for conservation program. 
Farmers have gone along for all-out produc
tion during war years. We now have greater 
need for rebuilding soil by various conserva
tion practices. than at any time before. 
Farmers have kept faith with Congress during 
last few years. We urge that Congress now 
keep faith with the farmers. We sincerely 
request that AAA conservation funds for 
1947-48 programs be restored. 

These are but a few of many I have 
received from farmers and ranchers in 
the Panhandle of Texas, all of which 
severely criticize the deletions 'which the 
majority members of the committee 
recommend. 

It seems to me this legislation is indeed . 
breaking faith with hundreds of thou
sands of people and is overlooking the 
really fine benefits which the Soil Con
servation Service has secured. 

I am fully aware that what I say and 
what other Democrats say from agricul
tural sections of this country will fall on 
deaf ears here in the House. The steam 
roller will continue to roll and arbitrary 
cuts and slashes will be made by the ma
jority party because they have the votes 
to do it. It is obvious, of course, the 
majority intends to cut REA, which does 
not cost the Government one single 
penny but which does provide farmers 
with some of the comforts of life which 
are enjoyed by city people. The major
ity party does not seem too much con
cerned with lightening the -load of the 
farm housewife who will be relieved of 

much drudgery and heavy labor by REA 
lines. Nor do they seem to think elec
tricity in general for the rural areas is 
sufficiently important to properly finance 
this program which means so much to 
the rural people. 

The same meat ax will also fall on the 
appropriation for farm tenant-purchase 
loans to 49,000 World War II veterans 
who want to buy a place of their own. 

There is not a Member of this House 
who does not believe in cutting Govern
ment spending, but there is a decided 
difference of opinion where these cuts 
should occur. Mr. Chairman, there is 
such a thing as foolish and unwise econ
omy. We see it here today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from California 
[Mr. ANDERSON]. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 
Chairman, certainly no Member of Con
gress is naive enough to ·believe that an 
action taken by a preceding Congress 
can bind th,is Congress. 

I call to the attention of the Members 
a few figures in connection with the farm 
industry in the State of California. I 
am from a section of California where 
the farmers are not dependent upon a 
dole to keep them in business. I come 
from a section of the country where we 
practiced soil conservation for many, 
many years before a paternalistic Gov
ernment came in· and told us how much 
lime, how much fertilizer, and how much 
cover crop should grow on our orchards 
and our farm's. Look at this newspaper 
article from one · of the counties in my 
district: 

Twenty-million-dollar farm crop in Santa 
Cruz County recorded in 1946. 

Remember that figure, $20,000,000-
Fruit and nut crops, $7,000,000; vegetable 

crop, $7,000,000-

And so on. Then way down here in 
fine print: 

Government payments: Beef-production 
payments, ~7.000; agricultural conservation, 
$35,000; sugar-beet program, $19,000; dairy 
subsidy, $52,000: 

There is $114,000 in Federal payments 
out of a total farm crop in that one 
county of $20,000,000, and only $35,000 
of it for agricultural conservation. To 
me it just does not make sense. If we 
are ever going to take the farmer off the 
dole, reduce Federal expenditures, and 
practice some real economy in this coun
try, this is the time to do it. 

Santa Clara County, the sixteenth 
richest agricultural county in the United 
States, is located in my district. Last 
year this county had crops which brought 
in $82,000,000 to the farmers of that 
county, one of the richest agricultural 
counties in the entire country. I now 
show you the report of the county agri
cultural commission. Here we are, "Agri
cultural conservation," under "Federal 
payments," $116,000, out of a total farm 
income of $82,000,000. I maintain we 
are still operating under an agricultural 
program that was designed to see to it 
that two-thirds of all the benefits for 
agriculture in the United States go to 
one-third of the farmers. It is not an 
equal program. If we are going to take 
the farmers off the dole, now is the time 
to do it. 
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Mr. 'HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? . 
. Mr. ANDERSON of California. I yield 

with pleasure to the majority leader. 
Mr. HALLECK. Many are predicting 

dire political consequences in connection 
with any cut that is made in the expenses 
of Government. However, I believe the 
temper of th~ people today is such that 
their votes are not for ·sale on that sort 
of basis. 

What I should like to inquire of the 
gentleman is this: Out in my State of 
Ind~ana corn is bringing $1.81 a bushel, 
wheat $2.45 a bushel, soybeans $.2.70 a 
bushel, and oats 95 cents a bushel. Does 
the gentleman believe the farmer out 
there feels that the Federal Treasury is 
expected to provide him with free fer
tilizer and free limestone for his farm? 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. I cer
tainly do not. and as I pointed out earlier, 
now is the time to take them off the Gov
ernment dole. This conservation pro
gram is not needed by farmers who know 
their business, who have practiced soil 
conservation for generations and who 
can run their farms without being told 
by the Government how high and how 
green their cover crops must be before 
they can collect an infinitismal amount 
of Federal funds for doing something 
they would have done anyway. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Louisiana tMr. 
ALLEN]. . . 

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Mr. Chair
man, we have just heard from two splen
did gentlemen, one from the State of 
Washington and one from the State of 
California, who happen to live where the 
apples of Mother Eve grow the finest in 
the world they think. The1 woUld have 
us adopt a farm ·policy for the Nation de
pending upon the needs or rather the 
lack of needs of these two virtual Gar
dens of Eden. But we do not all have 
such .wealthy regions to boast of. We are 
glad that these sections are so wonder
fully blessed. Certainly nature has be
stowed upon them a bountiful supply of 
the good things of life. 

But, Mr. Chairman, we are not here 
legislating according to the measure of 
needs of the' fattest sections of our fair 
land. These gentlemen perhaps feel that 
their sections are so prosperous that they 
do not need this assistance in rebuild
·ing their lands and natural resources. 
We are trying to legislate for the aver
age farmer in the Nation. I am speak
ing for the average farmer. I am speak
ing for the farmers, many of whom cer
tainly are not able to do the things that 
people can do in the districts of the gen
tleman from California, and the gentle
man from Washington. Many of us live 
in districts where the farmers do not 
have all that means. Perhaps the most 
prosperous farmers in the Nation can do 
all these things alone without any help, 
but most of them cannot. But even re
gardless of that, Mr. Chairman, this 
question of rebuilding, conserving, and 
restoring our soils and natural resources 
is one which does concern the entire Na
tion, rich sections as well as poor sec
tions. This is national, not sectional. 

The gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
HORAN] indicated that the committee had 
put enough in this bill ~o cover the 

amounts of the soil conservation pay
ments which bave been obligated up to 
this time. Well, if that is what he and 
his committee ·meant' to do. I woUld 
like my friend from Washington to 
listen particularly to what I am going 
to say. I know he is thoroughly honest. 
If that is his philosophy, I suggest to 
him that he has fallen far shoit of it 
beca~e a great many of the . par
ishes of Louisiana and the counties of 
the Nation have already taken up most 
of the allocation, and far more than the 
committee allowed in this bill. The 
committee allowed a little more than 50 
percent of the amount requested, and 
the record shows that in many sections, 
particularly in the South, nearly 100 per
cent of the funds have been obligated. 
Up to April 30, 69 percent in ·Louisiana 
had been obligated~ 

Here is one parish in LoUisiana which 
had an allocation of over $72,000 and as 
Of April · 30 they had· taken all of the 
allocation up except $1,500. Here is an
other parish that had an allocation of 
$78,000 ahd on April 30 ~ they had taken 
up all but $713. Another parish had an 
allocation of $62;000, and they had taken 
up a.S of April 30 all but $1,814. So, I re
spectfully submit to the committee that 
if they ' intended to do what the gentle
·man from Washington indicates, then 
the committee fell far short of that goal 
even at the time of writing the bill. It 
will take the full appropriation of $300,-
000,000 to meet the' allocations made 
and soon to be made. 

But, Mr. Chairman, there is a question 
of honesty involved in this appropriation. 
What you want to 'do in the future is a 
question for the Congress to decide. 

But here is a question of living up to 
what we Democrats think is a commit
ment made last year. I discussed this 
more fully yesterday in general debate 
and do not have the time in my few mo
ments now to go into details, but to deny 
this appropriation seems to·us going back 
on an obligation made last year and this 
Congress has not heretofore repudiated 
such and we on this side of the aisle are 
not going to do it now and we hope you 
on the left will not. 

The gentleman from South Dakota · 
[Mr. CASE] is 100 percent correct. I 
commend his remarks to your thought
ful consideration. His statement is 
sound. I appeal to you gentlemen on 
the left not to do this, not to cut this out 
at this time for the crop year 1947, at 
least. I appeal to you to support the fwl 
appropriation of $300,000,000 so that the 
farmers can go ahead and complete the 
work which they are doing for 1947,. at 
least. 
· Mr. ZIMMERMAN. Mr. Chairman, 
during the general debate on this bill on 
yesterday I stated that our soil was one 
of our Nation's richest resources. A look 
at what has happened in other countries, 
where the soil has been dissipated and 
permitted to ·wash away, verifies the 
truth of that statement. In a few min
utes we will be called upon to vote on an 
amendment which will determine wheth
er we will furnish the necessary money 
to carry on this program ·as set up, and 
which has resUlted in the increased fer
tility and productivity of our soil, or 
whether we will take a backward step 

and withhold the necessary funds for the 
successful operation of this program. · 

Mr. Chairman, I shall support the 
amendment · offered by the gentleman 
from Missouri which provides for the 
funds, pledged to the farmers of America 
by Congress last year, for carrying on 
this highly beneficial program for agr_i
culture during the crop year 1947. To 
withhold these funds at this time,. after 
allocations have been made to States and 
counties and where payments have been 
,earned, or partly earned, by our farmers, 
'woUld be tantamount to a breach of con
tract made by our Government with the 
farmers of our country . . 

Mr. Chairman, on many occasions, 
since I bave been a Member of this body, 
I have heard with pride the statement 
made from the fio.or of . this House that 
our Gover~_ent has always kept its 
agreements and has never repudiated a 
contract. Mr. Chairman, I sincerely 
hope we will not depart from this high 
principle by our vote on this amendment 
today. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
PACEJ. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, to avoid 
any misunderstanding it should be said 
that this paragraph does two things. 
First, it does not appropriate or authorize 
$1 for this program for the year 1948. 
That means· tha-t if the paragraph 1s 
approved as it is. and that part is not 
~ouched by this amendm.~nt. this pro
gram will be completely terminated at 
the end of this year. That 1s what some 
have wanted done. I do not. -
_ Then, ·secondly-, this paragraph seeks 
to appropriate approximately one-half, 
or $165,000,000, of the $300,000,000 which 
the last Congress authorized the Depart
ment of AgricUlture to expend this year 
1n this work. Someone said a moment 
ago that no one would be foolish enough 
to con.tend that . this Congress is bound 
by the action of the last Congress. If 
this amendment is not adopted and 
$300,000,000 is not authorized, it will be 
the . first time during my service in the 
Congress that the Congress of the United 
States has failed to carry out its own 
contract. If there is any doubt that the 
last Congress authorized the Department 
of Agriculture to promote this program 
and the farmers to participate in it, I 
here have the appropriation bill passed 
last year with the section marked, which 
I would like to have· anyone who has any 
doubt to come up and read. It authorized 
the program this year in the amount of 
$300,000,000. The committee will con
tend that the farmers were put on notice 
that that was subject to appropriation. 
I have the work sheet in my own State 
of Georgia. It does contain in fine print 
down at the bottom this language: 

Payments under 1947 are subject to ap
propriations provided for this purpose. 

In the case of the State of Oklahoma 
there is no reference. In the case of 
Arkansas there is no referenee. In the 
State represented by our distingUished 
majority leader the gentleman from In
diana [Mr. HALLECK], and in Iowa and 
Michigan, I ha~e t;pe work:sheet_ 1n my 
hand and there is no reference whatso
ever as to being dependent upon appro
priations or any other provision. 
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I insist that the question now is; Shall 

the Congress of the United States main
tain·the·contract it made With the farm
ers of this Nation? Many of them ·have 
completed the practices; the program is 
of great benefit to the farmers and to the 
Nation and should be greatly increased. 
I hope the amendment to appropriate 
the full $300,000,000 will be -adopted. 

Mr. COMBS. Mr.- Chai:rman, I ask 
unanimous consent . to extend· my re
marks in the RECORD at this point. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objecti.on 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was . no obJection. 
Mr. COMBI::l. Mr. Chairman, the im

portance of the conservation of our soils; 
our greatest natural resource, has been 
repeatedly stressed during these debates. 
In my own State of Texas it is· estimated 
something more than 11,000,000 acres of 
what once were fertile farm lands have 
been rendered worthless th.rough e?:o-

. sion---,.striking testimony to .the neglect 
of soil-conservation practices in other 
years. However, the vital question in
v.olved in this amendment is not whether 
soil conservation is a good thi.ng · or 
whether the particular ·activity which 
would be financed by the proposed $300,-
000,000 appropriation is_ in all respect 
the ·best program possible. The simple 
jssue which has been made · abund~mtly 
clear by the debate is that of common 
honesty. . · . . 

As has been pointed out QY numerous 
.speakers the $300,000,000 under consid
eration is in · keeping with the commit
ment made by the last Congress and 
upon which Government . officials and 
cooperative farmers throughout the Na
tion have acted in good faith. It is to 
.cover the program for the current crop 
year. Contracts have already been made. 
In many instances farmers have already 
made expenditures and in many cases 
funds have been allocated and spent and 
unless this .amendment is adopted will 
have to be refunded by the farmer to 
whom they have been made. 

I have received numerous letters from 
farmers and others· in my district call
ing attention to the seriousness of this 
matter. I quote from one such letter: 

If t"lis bill should go through as reported 
out of th& committee, we wonder where the 
money is coming from to pay for the prac
tices that have already been carried out, 
since the farmers did not have the money 
to secure the materials and they most surely 
will not have it now, to repay the CCC for 
the funds they have put out in assisting 
them to carry on conservation work. 

This is a most serious matter. As I 
view it the Congress rests under the 
solemn obligation of keeping faith with 
our . people. This we can do only by 
providing . the $300,000,000 in funds the 

. last Congress promised would be forth
coming. I trust this amendment will 
be adopted. 

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

There was no objection . . 

· SOIL CONSERVATION 

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to speak briefly on·the Soii'Conser
vation Service appropriation. My State, 
South Carolina, is entirely covered with 
soil-conservation districts organized un
der our State law. All the districts are 
now receiving assistance ·from the Soil 
Conservation Service, but not as much as 
they need to get the job done in time. 
Much of the land in South Carolina has 
been farmed for over 100 years. Indeed, 
some of our South Carolina soil has been 
in production since the days of the 
American Revolution. . During most of 
that period we lost a lot . of topsoil 
through erosion despite the use of cer
tain conservation practices, such as te·r~ 
racing and crop rotation, as well as our 
farmers knew how. to apply these prac
tices to their land. Although these 
early attempts at conservation did not 
succeed, at least they paved the way for 
a coordinated attack on the erosion 
problem such as I saw under.. way. in the 
Broad . River co·nservation District and 
other such districts last fall. Local 
farmers are takirig the lead in organiz
ing groups to speed up the work but the . 
farmers in my district tell me they need 
the continuing help of Soil Conservation 
Service technicians. in planning and 
applying -conservation practices on their 
land. 
· I was somewhat disturbed when I 
noted the small increase for technical 
assistance. allowed the· Soil Conservation 
Service in the President's bUdget. I was 
disturbed because I knew that new dis.;. 
tricts were being formed in neighboring 
States and, in fact, in nearly every State 
in the Nation, and that the increase 
allowed would not provide adequate help 
next year for the new district being or
ganized this year. I feared, and I still 
fear; that the old districts will be asked 
to divide their technicians with the new 
districts. This will mean less help rather 
than more help for districts in South· 
Carolina next year. We have made good 
progress and the rate of application of 
conservation has been speeding up year 
by year since 1941. . 

We cannot afford to slow down the 
conservation work in South Carolina 
now, so I want to recommend that this 
~ommittee provide for the new conser
vation districts organized this fiscal year 
at the same rate at which all districts 
were assisted in this fiscal year. As I 
recall, this is something over $22,000 per 
district. 

The need for conservation assistance 
of the kind provided by the Soil Con
servation Service has not decreased; 
more farmers in more districts want it 
and need it. I ask that you increase the 
appropriation so that the old districts 
can go ahead at least at the , 1947 level 
in 1948 and so that new districts will be 
provided for at the same rate as the old 
districts. This will require an increase 
of about $5,000,000 for the 1948 fiscal 
year. 
· The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. WmTTINGTONl is 
recognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chair
man, we have under consideration a pro-

gram ·that the farmers of the United 
States are relying upon for the crop 
year 194'7. Whatever be the views 
ebout a continuance of that program 
after 1947, the Congress has said to the 
farmers that this appropriation would 
aggregate $300,000,000 for the crop of 
1947. 

I think we :r,night keep in mind that 
there is a difference between fertilizer 
and _ li~e or slag. I ask any Member -of 
this body who knows, of his own knowl
edge, of ~ny payment that is being made 
this year or that was made last year for 
fertilizer under the terms of this appro
priation. There is a difference between 
~ertilizer and lime or. slag. Slag · and 
limestone are not fertilizer but they are 
soil building.like Austri-an peas and other 
legumes. I know o·f n·o 'limestone or 
slag trusts· lii . Mississippi: There is no 
subsidy in the appropriation. Every 
dollar . the farmer receives under this 
program has to be earned. It has to 
be a practice that builds up the soil or 
that drains the land. · I know of no 
payments whatsoever for fertilizer in my 
State ·or in any other State. I have 
inquired from the committee if it has 
been the practice. to approve reimburse
ments for ·fertilizer and -I am told that 
no such testimony has ever been, pre
sented to the committee . . 

I just want to say whatever be the 
merits or demerits of this program, the 
committee is forestalled and prevented 
from asserting the demerits of the pro
gram because if it . be just and fair to 
appropriate. $165,000,000, it is certainly 
just .. as . fair and . just to authorize an 
appropriation for $300,000,000. We 
must not discriminate. If one farmer 
has received his benefits because he has 
earned them now, should another farmer 
who earns them next . month or the 
month following be denied those bene
fits? I say, under the circumstances 
and under the terms of the Agricultural 
Appropriation Act passed by the House 
in March 1946 for the fiscal year 1947, 
for the 1947 crop year, the Congress of 
the United States cannot afford to break 
faith with the growers of agricultural 
products in this country who have 
earned the benefits, none of which are 
reimbursements for fertilizer. 

While the payments are justified on 
their merits, . I do insist that Congress 
should keep faith with the American 
farmers. The $300,000,000 was com
mitted for the crop year 1947. The 
adoption of the amendment is impera
tive if Congress is to keep faith with the 
American farmers. 

I extend to say that I remind the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
HORAN] that while the President recom
mended for the fiscal year 1948 a reduc
tion in the soil conservation benefit pay
ments, the President was careful to state 
that Congress had made a commitment 
for the crop year 1947. There is evi
dently a confusion by my good friend 
the gentkman from New York · [Mr. 
TABER] and my good friend the gentle
man from ·Indiana [Mr. HALLECK] re
specting fertilizer and limestone. I know 
there is a Fertilizer Trust and there may 
be, in some sections, a Limestone Trust, 
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but fertiliZer. as I use the term, applies 
to nitrates and phosphates. This is en
tirely different from lime and slag. 
Fertilizer is used to increase the growth 
qf the current crop. Lime and slag are 
used for soil building by supplying ele
ments lacking in the ·soil. I -know of no 
:payment under the act as now being ad
ministered for fertilizer. There are pay
ments in connection with lime and slag. 
The payments must all be earned. They 
are for the benefit of the lands and the 
building up of the soil They consist of 
improving pastures. conserving waters, 
better drainage, cover crops of vetch and 
peas. There must be no quibbling. 

As shown by the CoNGRESSIONAL REc
ORD of May 8, 1946, the gentleman from 
Georgia, Mr. Tarver. was careful to 
state. when the amendment that he pro
posed for $300,000,000 was approved, that 
it- was a definite commitment for the 1947 
crop. Personany, I believe that com
mitments directly and indirectly have 
been made that will require the entire 
amount, and I cannot escape the vlew 
that the $165,614,290 contained in the . 
bill will not be sumcient to pay those 
farmers who have already earned their 
payments. I repeat that I shall not 
quibble. It isn't a question of the condi
tion of the contract, nor whether the 
contracts have been signed. It is a 
question of f;he commitment of the Con
gress and of the practices of the farmers 
relying upon that commitment. If we 
fail to provide the $300,000,000 there can 
be no escape that we are not keeping 
faith with the farmers. It may be that 
contracts for about one-half. or for ap
proximately $165,000,000 have been 
earned, but in practice, other payments 
have been earned in all prooability that 
have not been reported. Further. in 
actual practice payments are earned be
fore the contracts are really signed.. It 
begs the question to say that the con
tracts contain a clause that the payments 
are conditioned upon appropriations 
being made. The farmers know that the 
program in 1947 is in force. and they rely 
upon Congress to provide funds for 
carrying out that program in accordance 
With the commitment ma.de by Congress 
when the agricultural appropriations 
bill was under consideration in March 
1946, as I have said. 

I believe in economy and the elimina
tion of waste and extravagance, but 
there is a false economy. 

I extend further to say that I oppose 
the elimination of section 32 funds. Un
der the act of August 24, 1935. as 
amended, section 32 provides for per
manent appropriations. The farmers 
thus receive the equivalent of the · tar11f 
accorded to manufacturers. The reten
tion of section 32 funds is essential. 
There are other acts that provide for im
port quotas and ~xport subsidies, but 
these acts are interdependent with sec
tion 32 of the act of August 24. 1935. 
There must be a program before the acts 
for export subsidies and import quotas on 
cotton or wheat or other agricultural 
products can be invoked or justified. 
There can be no program under eXisting 
law without section 32 funds. 

In this connection, I have always ad
vocated ample appropriations for the 
Commodity Credit Corporation and for 

the Rural E1ectrlflcation Administration. 
I supported and will continue to support 
adequate appropriations to enable 
worthy tenants and worthy citizens to 
become home owners and land owners 
under the Janes-Bankhead Act~ and un
der the Farmers• Home Administration. 

, I will continue to support adequate ap
propriations for agriculture. 

I gladly urged and supported an in
crease in the appropriations under the 
Research and Marketing Act of 1946. 
Research is fundamental in industry. 
We should profit by the advances of in
dustry as a result of research and in
vestigation. The Research Act was 
passed to promote research in connec
tion with the utilization of cotton. cot
tonseed. and the utilization of other 
agricultural products. The research of 
man often contributes more to human 
progress than the resources of nature. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr; Chairman. I feel 
It is time for every man in this Con
gress to go on record against the pro;; 
posed inexcusable scuttling of one of our 
most vital Government agencies-the 
United States Department of Agricul
ture. I am not so gullible as to believe · 
that every man will. There are still too 
many one-tracked so-called economy
minded gentlemen in the House who can 
see no further than what can be kept in 
the Nation's pocketbook today-and let 
tomorrow go hang. In fact, some of 
them remind me of the housewife who. 
to save a few pennies on tonight's supper, 
is willing to buy inferior foodstuffs for 
her family. Because, gentlemen. that is 
what this cut in appropriations for agri
culture will mean in the long run. 

This is a question I feel particularly 
qualified to speak on. I am proud to $ay 
I was born and bred on a farm in Loui
siana, our Nation's sugar bowl. I grew 
up there. I know the farmer's problems. 
I know his difficulties. I know his back
breaking toil, his heartsick disappoint
ment in bad-crop years. And I know the 
Invaluable help the Department of Agri
culture has given him. And this is the 
help this bill would take away. 

I condemn the cut in toto, but there 
are some phases of it that are even worse 
than others. If that is possible. For In
stance. the cut for soil-conservation re
search, which is something we should all 
be interested in-city dwellers as well as 
farmers. For without soil conservation 
our present bountiful crops cannot hope 
to be continued indefinitely. The soil 
will wear out. It Will be eroded. It will 
be washed away. And without research 
we cannot have the knowledge of how to 
prevent this. 

And in this connection I want to ·re
mind you again that in 1946 an amend
ment was offered on this very floor of 
the House to fix the AAA payments or 
soil-conservation payments at a given 
sum, $300,000,000 to be exact, and at that 
time the House was. given an opportuni
ty to accept or reject the measure. It ac
cepted, and thereby fixed a precedent. 
Not only that, It inade a solemn commit
ment to our farmers. The program was 
signed. The farmers joined in in good 
faith. This bill would be a direct blow 
to that faith. It would justify our farm-

ers tn feeling their Government had 
failed them. 
· I condemn the elimination of section 
32 funds for surplus disposal. Farmers 
In every section are alarmed over this 
taking away of funds that were promised 
them, money that was dedicated to this 
purpose. The elimination is, in short, a 
denial of a solemn obligation, much the 
same as though a private individual de
faulted on a note accepted in good faith 
by a friend. 

Another point I would like to bring out 
is that the Department of Agriculture 
has, I believe, an enviable -record of ag
gressive support for really constructive 
economy by their previous elimination of 
unnecessary personnel, excessive expendi
tures. and duplication of services. One 
would think then that this Republican
dominated· economical Congress would 
appreciate this. But no.. Full use was 
made of these voluntary savings of the 
Department by a failure on the part of 
Congress to require such drastic reduc
tions in many badly overstaffed agen
cies of the Government which had failed 
to do any house cleaning on their own 
initiative. 

And do not forget, gentlemen-all the 
farmers are not Democrats. Republican 
farmers will fall in this debacle too. The 
one-gallus farmer who works from "kin 
see to k'aint see" -or from dawn to dusk, 
the moneyed owners of the rolling wheat 
fields of our great Midwest, the gentle
men farmers of our historic South, the 
farmers on the rocky New England hill
side-all wm suffer. And I say to you, 
all are entitled to know to whom this suf .. 
ferfug, if it comes, can be attributed. To 
the Grand Old Party..l-Qur Members 
across the aisle, who now willingly take 
credit for the bill, but who later may find 
themselves yelling for somebody to come 
and "help me turn this b'ar aloose." 

But what I am asking the Members 
of this body is that we think of our 
country as a whole. Think of our farm
ers as the backbone of that country, as 
they are. Think of their unparalleled 
record during the war, when with in
sufficient labor. broken-down machin
ery, and every other map-made difficul
ty; their record was second to none in 
our winning our victory, helped only by 
God's bounty in providing good growing 
seasons, by the sweat of their own brows, 
and by the Department of Agriculture. 

Or think of the matter ~hly; then, 
if you will If our farmers are made to 
produce without guidance or help of any 
sort, inevitably the entire country will 
sufier. For the farmer is the life line for 
us all. Through no other source can we 
get foodstllil's for our families at prices 
we can manage to pay. Through no 
other source can we get the raw mate
rials to run our great industries. 
Through no other source can we keep 
our commitments to the starving per
sons of Europe. 

And speaking of food, there is one 
more subject I would like t-o touch on 
briefly. That is the school-lunch pro
gram, the appropriation for which has 
been cut from $75,000,000 to $45.000,'100, 
while in the self -same bill many times 
this amount is carried for stricken peo
ple overseas. This cut woUld seem to 
me even more fundamentally short-
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sighted than that in the agriculture ap
propriation. By this cut we are short
changing our cltizens of tomorrow. It 
does not become us, gentlemen, who sit 
here comfortably fed, to deny bread to 

. those children back 'home who are hun-
gry. For I tell you this is not a matter 
of refreshments served at school by a 
prodigal government. It is often a mat
ter of the difference between health and 
malnutrition for children of low-income 
families, many of whom come to school 
with little or no breakfast and for whom 
this school lunch is the only correctly 
balanced nutritious meal they have at 
all. 

The CHAIRMAN. The remainder of 
the time has been reserved for the com
mittee. 

The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
WHITTEN] is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WHITI'EN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
sure that the Members on the left will 
not feel that I am too much disturbed 
about their political futures when I make 
this statement, but I do think that some 
of the things I may say may be worthy 
of their consideration when they cast 
their vote on this proposition. My time 
will not permit me to describe the calls 
which were made on the farmers of 
America to produce and to plant every 
available acre and of the Nation's in
terest in the fertility of its soil, our great
est natural resource. Nor do I have time 
to describe the great · value of this soif 
conservation program to the Nation as 
a whole. But whether this is a good 
program or a bad, the Congress has 
committed itself for this amendment .. 

First, I should like to say that this 
argument-and the distinguished chair
man will present this later-that a small 
percentage of the people get the larger 
end of these ·payments is beside the 
point. The whole purpose of this type 
of payment is for soil conservation, work 
on the land, and it is based· on the 
amount and the cost of the work on the 
land. The more land on which those · 
improvements are made the greater the 
amount the Federal Government will 
pay, still being only one-third of the 
amount actually expended. Where the 
amount of land improved is small the 
amount of payment by the Federal Gov
ernment is small. Before a man earns 
$1 on the average he must spend out 
of his own pocket $2. The Federal Gov
ernment under this program said that 
the Federal Government is interested in 
the fertility of our soil and in this great 
natural resource and if you folks who 
happen for a temporary period to own 
this land will spend $2 out of your own 
pocket to continue the fertility of that 
soil or to improve it, the Federal Gov
ernment, because of its interest, will put 
up $1. That is the way· the program 
has worked. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I yield. 
Mr. HALLECK. Reference has been 

made to the alleged fact that none of 
this money goes for fertilizer and lime
stone. My understanding is that this 
money in considerable measure does. go 
to provide limestone and fertilizer. 

Mr, WHITTINQTON. Mr .. Chairman, 
will the gentleman_ yield? ' 

Mr. WHI'ITEN. Let m:e answer the 
gentleman from Indiana. I will say that 
on the average the expense to the farmer 
is twice what the Federal Government 
pays as a contribution toward this good 
practice. As far as fertilizer is con
cerned I have never known of a ·case 
where fertilizer was supplied, but lime
stone, yes. · Limestone has elements that 
go to feed the soil and condition ' it. 

The amount of payment is determined 
by how much a person spends out of 
his pocket to carry out this program. 
Here is another thing I would like to 
point out and that is that last year when 
this bill was considered Mr. Tarver fixed 
by his motion that the program for this 
year be fixed at $300,000,000. He stated 
in the House: -

I have submitted this amendment to mem
bers of the ·Appropriations Subcommittee 
and they are not opposed to it; and there
fore I offer it as a committee amendment. 

This amendment was adopted and was 
an outright commitment as to what pte
visions. would be made by the Congress 
this year. 

The claim and the contention of the 
Republican gentlemen· on the left that 
notwithstanding that amendment last 
year that the provision of this contract 
between the ;Federal Government and the 
farmer who does his work does provide 
that it-his payment for his practices-

. is contingent upon the appropriation is 
correct. I agree that that is the general 
situation, the contracts did provide such 
language as that in most instances; but 
what I should like to call your attention 
to particularly is that while it does con
tal~ the proviso that .it is dependent on 
your appropriations, the action of this 
Congress last year said there would be 
$300,000,000 appropriated. While there
fore the contracts were dependent upon 
the appropriation, the action last year 
told the farmers what the appropriation· 
would be and I say that what that lan
guage in those contracts really means is 
that if the farmers spend out of their 
own pockets a sufficient sum of money 
to obligate the Federal Government on 
its part to pay $600,000,000 that the pay
ment by the Federal Government would 
be limited to $300,000,000 and the notice 
in the announcement or contract means 
that in that case the farmer could only 
expect his pro rata part of the $300,000,-
000 as a refund for his expenditures for 
lime or other aids. I do· not care about 
the rich farmers in the State of Cali
fornia, represented by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. ANDERSON], who 
may well be able to stand this loss and 
contribute this money to the cause of 
the Republican .Party because it seems 
so important to them. Last year when 
this Congress and the members of this 
committee said $300,000,000 shall be 
available for 194'7, and the farmers acted, 
spent their money and earned it, it is up 
to us to see that the Government lives 
up to its contract, regardless of the rich 
farmers in the district represented by the 
gentleman from California [Mr. ANDER-
SON]. . 

We gave our word. This Congress, it 
ts said, is not bound by what the Con
gress last year did. Certainly the !n-

dividual Congressmen are bound and I 
think morally the Congress is bound. 

Mr. Chairman, .! would make the pay
ment to the richest man in California 
before I would break the word of the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. H. 
CARL ANDERSEN], a member of the SUb
committee. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, that does not 
interfere with the time remaining on this 
side, does it? · 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN. As the Chair under
stands it, 5 minutes of the time is re- 
served for the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. CANNON. The committee yields 
the last 5 minutes on this side , to the 
gentleman from. Texas. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The committee will 
be first heard from this side of the aisle. 
It is my understanding that we were to 
'close -debate and have lo- minutes avail
able for that purpose. I do want the gen
tleman from Texas to have time and I 
thought that was understood in our ar-

. rangements. The Chairman has to re
fresh :ine as to ·what time is available. 

The CHAIRMAN. As the Chair un
derstands the agreement that was . 
reached, the last 15 minutes was to be 
reserved to the committee, of which the 
majority side would take 5 minutes, 5 
minutes to be reserved for the ge~.tleman 
from Texas, and 5 minutes for the gen
tleman from Mississippi. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is correct. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN] is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr . . RAYBURN. Mr. Chairm_an, I 
-think I have given more time to the 
study of the conservation of soil in my 
section of the country than to any one 
thing. I happen to live in one of the 
richest sections of the United States
the black land and rolling sandy loam 
belt of Texas. It grew up for many 
years in grass. There were trees orily 
along the branches. For centuries that 
grass had fed that soil and it was rich in 
vegetable matter. 

Along the creeks and the bottoms they 
cut the trees away. This is fertile bot
tom land. The slopes were prairie and, 
as I have just stated, they were very 
fertile lands. Little was done to con
serve them. That rich ground has no 
subsoil. It goes down to solid rock, the 
same color of soil. It is the worst land 
to erode in the world. 

We did not terrace our slopes. The 
dirt washed down and filled the channels 
of the creeks. Now, when it rains it 
spreads all over the bottoms and many 
of the bottoms or most of them are in 
willows, elms, and grass. The slopes 
are eroded to the extent now that east 
Texas, having been abandoned for crops 
in many instances, has more cattle in it 
thltn west Texas. 

When I drive along the road or look 
out of the train window and see the fertile 
soil of the country washed down to rock 
bottom and gutted with ditches, it hurts 
me almost like the stick of a knife. And, 
I say to you deliberate~ that I think our 

/ 
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greatest domestic problem-I do not care 
what anybody else says-is what we are 
going to do for the preservation of what 
fertility is left in our soil and what we are 
going to do to reestablish the fertility 
that has already left this land. If we 
are the same kind of vandals for the 
next 25 years, even, that we have been in 
the past 50 years in the destruction of 
the fertility of our soil, we will not have 
any amount of surpluses to sell abroad, 
but we will be using every acre of this 
worn and torn land to raise the things 
that we have got to consume inside the 
United States of America. 

Now, this program has started. It is 
a great program. The farmers have de
pended upon it. Let me say to my good 
friend, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. TABER] without dragging in the Fer
tilizer Trust or the Limestone Trust, .it 
does not take any limestone or fertilizer 
to build a terrace on land to slow up the 
water and keep the soil from washing 
into the creeks and rivers and then into 
the sea. It does not take any limestone 
or fertilizer to dig a pond for the con
servation of water, and also as a matter· 
of flood control to keep the soil from 
washing down the creek o:tf the slopes. 
Furthermore, I feel exactly about this 
question as does the gentleman from 
South Dakota, and that is whether or 
not my Government is' going to keep what 
I think was a solemn contract it made 
with the. farmers last year. 

In the appropriation bill last year, in 
my opinion,- we made a solemn pledge to 
the American farmer that we would ap
propriate this year, $300,000,000 for soil 
conservation. By passing this bill in its 
present form, we are not keeping our 
pledge to the American farmer. This 
bill in its present form simply wrecks 
the soil conservation program from one. 
end of the country to the other, ·and to
day all of Texas and in the counties of 
the district that I represent, terracing 
equipment is idle - because agricultural 
committees cannot give farmers the as
surance to go ahead with their work. 
All dirt moving machinery to build 
terraces and earthen tanks are standing 
still. Rock phosphate is on the tracks 
ready to move, but farmers had to stop 
buying it. Farmers, merchants, business 
and professional men and agricultural 
men in agricultural sections are remark
ing, with strong disapproval, of the steps 
being taken in this Congress. In other 
words, let me repeat, if many millions 
of dollars more are not put in this bill 
than the amount proposed by the com .. 
mittee, soil conservation is dead. 

We called upon these farmers, their 
wives and small children when their more 
grown-up sons were fighting the war for 
us to produce more and more to feed our 
armies abroad, our workers at home, and 
our allies on the field of battle with us. 
They responded; they produced more in 
1943 than they had ever produced before. 
They produced more in 1944 than they 
had ever produced before. They pro
duced more in 1945 than they had ever 
produced before. They have done their 
part-we should do ours by at least keep .. 
ing our pledges to them which our Re
publican brethern, by the provisions of · 
this bill, are not doing, 

Another provision in this b111 cuts the 
budget estimate for Rural Electrification 
$25,000,000. I am tremendously inter
ested in rural electrification because in 
1936 I was the author of the . bill that 
started the rural electrification program 
and it has brought the comforts and con-

. veniences of rural electrification to mil
lions and millions of farm homes. There 

_ was little rural electrification in many 
sections of the country when the rural 
electrification law began to operate. 
Only one out of every 50 farm homes 
in the State of Texas had rural electri
fication in 1935. Today more than half 
of the farm homes in the State of Texas 
have rural electrification. What I want 
to do is to appropriate enough money 
here to lend to cooperatives so that 
every farm home in this country may 
have these comforts and conveniences. · 

There were only 11,466 farms in Texas 
electrified in 1934, or 2.3 percent; in 1946, 
212,508 farms in Texas were electrified, 
or 55.2 percent. Take the counties in the 
district that I represent: Collin County, 
in 1930 there were 335 farms that had 
rural electrification; in 1945 there were 
2,782 farms that had rural electrification. 
Fannin County, in 1930 there were 198 
farms that had rural electrification; in 
1945 there were 2,268 farms that had 
rural electrification. Grayson County, 
in 1930 there were 246 farms that had 
rural electrification; in 1945 there were 
2,232 farms that had rural electrifi
cation. Hunt County, in 1930 there 
were 338 farms that had rural elec
trification; in 1945 there were 2,768 
farms that had rural electrification; 
Kaufman County, in 1930 there were 185 
farms that had rural electrification; in 
1945 there were 1,228 farms that had 
rural ·electrification. Rains County, in 
1930 there were 6 farms that had rural 
electrification; in 1945 there were 380 
farms that had rural electrification. And 
Rockwall County, in 1930 there were 62 

- farms that had rural electrification; in. 
1945 there were 426 farms that had rural 
electrification. 

When I had up the rural electrification 
bill for passage in 1936 and we were au
thorizing $410,000,000 to be appropri
ated over a period of 10 years, people 
came to me and said you are throwing 
away this money-you will lend it to 
farm cooperatives-the farmers will take 
lights and when their bills are presented 
at the end of the month they will take 
them out. I do not know of a single farm 
home that has had the opportunity to 
take rural electrification that has not 
paid its bills or had the lights taken out. 
When these people had an opportunity to 
set aside their coal-oil lamp, with its in
convenience and work, and could have 
light they took it and kept it. This pro
gram does not cost the Government of 
the United States one penny. All of this 
money is loaned to rural electrification 
cooperatives for a period of 20 years and 
today I do not know of a single electrical 
cooperative that is not ahead with the 
payment of its interest and its yearly in
stallments. What I want to see and what 
I contend is that every farm home, not 
only in the district that I r-epresent and 
in my State, but in the Nation, be given 
the opportunity to have the conveniences 
and comforts of rural electrification, and 

I shall fight for this 1n the future as I 
have in the past. Some people say that 
the amount appropriated here is sufil .. 
cient, but there has not been a year since 
the rural electrification program was in
augurated when farmers did not apply 
for more electrification than all the 
money that was carried in the bill. If 
this budget had not been cut $25,000,000 
and $50:,000,000 more had been added to 
it, the farmers of America would have 
asked for every dollar of it to electrify 
their homes. There are 2,500,000 farm 
homes in America that do not have 
electricity. 

We are asking many people to remain 
on the farms to produce what we eat and 
wear, and ex-servicemen are being en
couraged to go to the farm. Thousands 
of veterans have been looking forward to 
buying a farl!l. Thousands upon thou
sands of them are enrolled in vocational
agricultural schools where they are 
learning better to operate a farm. We 
have set up these vocational-agricul
tural schools in practically all the coun .. 
ties to teach them better modes of farm
ing. They are not going to the farm and 
stay there unless they have two things
one is rual electrification and the other 

· is an all-weather road. 
The Congress in 1944 passed a law to 

authorize $1,500,000,000 for a 3-year pro.; 
gram of expenditures of $500,000,000 per 
annum for roads. I, and others who 
worked with me, saw to it that $150,000,-
000 each year was allotted to the States 
to be allotted arid spent by the highway 
commissions of the States and the county 
commissioners court for building farm
to-market roads. This makes many mil
lions for the State of Texas. If the legis
latures of the various States will raise 
money to match these funds and add to 
them, we can build thousands upon thou.; 
sands of miles of roads in our farm com~ 
munities. 

We also passed within the last 10 years 
a Farm Tenant Purchase Act under 
which we appropriated from thirty to 
fifty million dollars a year for these years 
to lend to farmers who wanted to buy 
homes. The bill' we now have under con
sideration ~arries not $1 for this pro
gram. So, if the bill passes the House 
and the Senate in its present form, the 
farm-tenant-purchase program is also 
dead. You proclaim your friendship for 
the farm-ownership program of the 
Farmers Home Administration-but you 
recommend no funds. 

The budget this year carried an esti
mate of $75,000,000 to carry out the 
school-lunch program which is popular 
because· it brings nourishing food to 
school children. This bill in its present 
form cuts that estimate $30,000,000 
which, of course, means that the proper 
kind of program for the school lunches 
cannot be carried out. 

Let me again say to you, that when 
these farmers and their families .have 
been called upon at any time in our 
country's history ,to produce more and 
give their sons and daughters to the 
service of their country, they have never. 
failed to respond. We should today, as 
their Representatives, respond to their 
wants and their great needs . . 

The CHAIRMAN. ~he time of the. 
gentleman from Texas has expired. 
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman 

from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, much 

has been said in the course of the dis
cussion about whether or not we are con
fronted with a solemn obligation. I hope 
I am not insensible to my solemn obliga
tions either in my private or in my public 
capacity. Let us determine, therefore, 
whether or not this program is con
tingent on action by the Congress. There 
is no better authority, notwithstanding 
all the words that have been uttered in 
the well today, than the man who sits 
at the top and directs this matter, 
namely, Mr. Dodd, the Under Secretary 
of Agriculture. 

I asked Mr. Dodd in the course of the 
hearings whether or not it was made 
clear to the farmers that hi every case 
the payment that was made for any kind 
of practice was contingent upon action 
by the Congress in providing appropria
tions, and here is his answer, and you 
will find it on page 1249 of the hearings. 

This is the Under Secretary of Agri
culture talk~ !!g: 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It is, therefore, made abun
dantly clear to every participant and co
operator that, before he signs up, there is 
one contingency involved, and that is that 
the program is necessarily contingent upon 
legislation and appropriations? 

Mr. DODD. That is correct. That is made 
clear. 

They printed it on the form. You talk 
about fine print. The print on this form 
is no finer than all the other print on it. 
There on the front page, not at the bot
tom, and not off in one corner, but across 
the middle of the front page of this farm 
plan are theso words: 

Payments under 1947 agricultural con
servation program are subject to appropria
tions hereafter made for this purpose by the 
Oongress. 

Mr. RIZLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. RIZLEY. I think that is generally 
true but I want to point out to the dis
tinguished gentleman from Illinois that 
on the forms used in the State of Okla
homa there is no such language. Why 
there should be any difference I do not 
know. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. The form I read from 
is for the entire western region. 

Now let us pursue this matter of forms 
a little more. I sent to the Department 
of Agricultui·e through the instrumental- . 
ity of our very capable executive secre
tary, Mr . Orr, for the forms for the crop 
year 1947. The money that is carried in 
this ·bill, ostensibly for fiscal1948, applies 
to the crop year 1947. Here is a memo- • 
randum from the budget office of the 
D3partment of Agriculture: 

Forms· in connection with the. 1947 pro
gram are not available, as they have not been 
approved by the Comptroller General. 

There have been no signatures on the 
new forms as yet. 

When you speak of the reassurances 
and the assertions that were made last 
year, obviously one Congress cannot bind 
anothe1·, and this Congress is free to take 
any action it sees fit. So what happens 
to this argument that . something ap
peared in the hearings last year that is a 

binder upon the first session of the 
Eightieth Congress? That matter. has 
suitably been determined here time after 
time that we are under -no obligation in 
that respect. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I am speaking about 
this proposition of whether or not this 
Congress must necessarily be bound by 
the last Congress. 

Mr. PACE. But it is not in the hear
ings, it is in the act itself; it is in the 
law. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I understand, but 
that does not modify the fact that, in 
accordance with every understanding, 
and the understanding that is test ified 
to here in the 1948 hearings, it is con
tingent upon the appropriations this 
Congress makes in order to make this 
program effective, and there is the lan
guage. How is it made available to the 
farmers? Here is the Department's own 
story. They printed 971,500 copies of 
the State handbook, and in addition 
thereto they struck off millions of copies 
of circulars to get into the hands of 
every farmer. Here is the language, not 
of the chairman of the committee, but of 
the Department of Agriculture: 

The information is made available, and it 
is the obligation of our people at every level 
to make that information plain for all co-
operating farmers. · 

That is what the Department says, 
that they tell their people in the field 
that they must make it plain. So there 
is no obligation upon the Congress, by 
their own testimony, and it is entirely 
contingent. 

I hope the amendment will be voted 
down. 

The CHAIRM.ltN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. All 
time has expired. 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair
man, I offer a preferential motion. 

The Clerk read as ;onows: 
Preferential motion offered by Mr. H. CARL 

ANDERSEN: 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN moves that the Com

mittee do now rise and report the bill back 
to the House with the recommendation that 
the enacting clause be stricken out. 

· Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I have not had the opportu
nity to present a few minutes' argument 
in behalf of an amendment of mine, 
which is at the desk, and which argu
ment I was not able to pre$ent due to 
the limitation of time. Consequently, I 
am using this parliamentary maneuver . 
to gain the floor and urge consideration 
for this amendment which will be offered 
shortly. 

The $15,000,000 allocated in this bill 
for the county and township AAA com
mittees will, frankly speaking, not do the 
job this year. As I said yesterday, these 
men will have just about as much to do 
allocating one hundred and fifty millions 
as double that amount. To me, the 
county and township set-up means the 
heart of our price-support structure. 
This is the machinery we must have so 
as to be ready to seal grains for the 
commodity-credit loans. These loans are 
the fioor under our price structure, and 
without a decent price no farmer can 

live as they are entitled to live. I regret 
this necessity of our not continuing the 
triple-A payments, but, as I have stated 
before, Mr. Chairman, agriculture can do 
without these payments so as to help 
our Nation meet the tremendous national 
debt of $259,000,000,000. We, as farmers, 
are willing to contribute the triple-A 
payments to the United States in return 
for a floor under our farm prices. That 
floor is provided for through commodity
credit loans. I repeat, we need our 
county and township committeemen to 
service these loans. Where would we as 
farmers be without the Steagall amend
ment? The money in this bill will not 
do the job, arid I hope that you people 
will see fit to further allocate to them an 
additional $5,000,000 for that purpose, so 
that we can preserve the all-important 
county and township committees, and 
pay them for their work, so that they will 
be available in the future for whatever 
operation which might be necessary to 
assure adequate minimum support prices. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the preferential motion. 

Mr. Chairman, let me make elear what 
is involved here. The amendment of
fered by the gentleman from Minnesota 
deals with the administrative expenses 
for the conservation and use program. 
As the matter now stands, when the com
mittee determined to cut back the 
amount of money that wouid be. distrib
uted to the farmers and left available 
$150,000,000 it beca.tne necessary, of 
course, to cut back the administrative 
exuenses at the same time. If you did 
not do sQ, you would be in the unhappy 
position of spending nearly $7 in admin
istrative expenses for every $43 of bene
fits distributed to the farmer. You ar
rive at that figure simply by t:1k~ng 
$150,000,000 and dividing it by 3,500,000 
cooperators. Then, if you took the 
amourtt originally had for administra
tive expenses, it would leave a very sub
stantial amount to distribute a very small 
amount of money. The committee cut 
that back to $15,000,000 and the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from Min
nesota increases it to $20,000,000. 

The long and short of the whole mat
ter is that we are trying to finish the 
work in the Agricultural Adjustment 
Administration, but the gentleman's 
amendment would add $5,000,000 for ad
ministrative expenses. So he proposes 
to pay more money for less work. That 
amendment ought to be defeated because 
the Congress would be in an indefen
sible position in seeking to approve such 
a h igh ~dministration cost for a modest 
amount of distribution. 

Mr. PACE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. PACE. Is the amendment now 

pending before the House? 
Mr. DIRKSEN. That i.s the amend

ment he will offer and for which he 
sought time by making the preferential 
motion to strike out the enacting clause 
because the time for debate has been 
limited. 

Mr. PACE. But it is not before the 
House? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. It is not before the 
House. The vote will come on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
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from Missouri CMr. CANNON] to increase 
the amount in this bill by the difference 
between $165,000,000 and $301,000,000. 
He proposes to raise ibis bill . by-a sub .. 
stantial $135,000,000. I hope the amend
ment will be voted down. 

Mr. Chairman, if time is yet remain .. 
lng, I might add this one thought. You 
know there has always persisted in my 
mind · a statement written by Charles W. 
Kingsley, the great author. He said 
there are two kinds of freedom-there is 
the false freedom where a man is free 
to do what he likes, and there is true 
freedom where a man is free to do what 
he ought. 

The whole story here is that there is 
some soil conservation that the farmers 
ought to do themselves instead of asking 
recompense out of the Federal Treasury. 

We are trying to preserve a little of the 
initiative and that spirit of freedom that 
has been ·manifest iii this country and 
made it so great and give the people a 
small measure of the load to carry in
stead of putting all of it upon the shoul .. 
ders of the Federal Government. 

I hope the amendment will be voted 
down. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the preferential motion o:ffered by the 
gentleman from Minnesota· [Mr. H. CARL 
ANDERSEN]. 

The motion was rejected. 
The CHAIRMAN.· The question re

curs on · the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CANNoN]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr .. CANNON) there 
were-ayes 124, noes 126. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
man appointed Mr. DmKsEN and Mr. 
CANNON to act as tellers. 

The Committee again divided; and the 
tellers reported that there were-ayes 
151, noes 156, • 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair

man, I offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. H. CA'RL ANDER

sEN: On page 49, line 5, after the word "ex
ceed", strike out •'$15,000,000" and insert 
... 20.000,000". 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr._Chair~ 
man. a parliamentary inquiry; 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. H. CARL .ANDERSEN. Is any de
'ibate permitted on tbls amendment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair answers 
in the negative. All debate on this sec:
tion has closed. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I oJfer a 
substitute for the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, a 
point of order. Tbe matter is not sub
ject to debate. Debate has been closed 
on the paragraph. 

The CHAffiMAN. All debate has been 
closed on the paragraph. The Clerk will 
report the substitute amendment. 

The ,Plerk read as follows; 
Substitute offered by Mr. CANNON: Page 49, 

line 5, strike out "$15,000,000" and insert lD. 
lieu thereof "$23,584.95~." 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the substitute amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. CANNON] 
for the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. H. CAu. 
ANDERSEN]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion <demanded by Mr. CANNON) there 
were-ayes 118. noes 137. 

So the substitute amendment· was re
jected. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi~ 
sion (demanded by Mr. H. CARL ANDEil• 
SEN) there were-ayes 81, noes 124. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

SUGAR ACT 

To enable the Secretary to cany into 
effect the proVisions, other than those spe
cifically relating to the Philippine Islands, 
of the Sugar Act of '1937, as amended (7 
U. S.C. 110~1188). including personal serv
Ices in the District of Columbia, $55,000,000. 
to remain avatlable until June 30, 1949: 
ProVicted, That expenditures (including 
transfers) from this appropriation fOT other 
than payments to sugar producers shall not 
exceed $1,326,115. 

Mr. REEVES. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed out of 
·order. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. REEVES. Mr. Chairman. I have 

requested this time in order to bring to 
the attention of the House the latest de
velopment in the Investigation of tbe 
frauds and irregularities which occurred 
in last August's primary election in the 
now famous Fifth Congressional District 
of Missouri, when a Member of this 
House. Roger C. Slaughter, my prede
cessm:, ·was "purged" following end.orse
ment of his opponent by the President. 

It has just now been reported to me 
that last night-following yesterday's re
port of the county grand jury-the office 
of the Kansas City Board of Election 
Commissioners was broken into, the steel 
safe door on the records room was 
blasted off with explosives, and all of the 
ballot boxes containing the ballots cast 
in the primary election were removed 
and taken away. News of this latest 
.outrage by the criminal political gang 
which has ruled Jackson County for 
many years was received this morning 
during a session o! an _investigatory com-

. mit tee of the other body, while the At
torney General of the United States was 
testifying before the committee. 

Believe it or not, the Attorney General 
assured the committee that he intended 
to order an investigation of the circum
stances. What he wants to do is. apply 
a hasp and· lock to the well-known empty 
barn. 

He had his opportunity to investigate 
that primary election. It was a matter 
of common knowledge that there bad 
been widespread fraud, miscounts, ballDt 
stealing, and vote buying-all of the 
same things which had resulted in mass 
convictions in the Federal courts follow-

lng the 1936 election. After. last year,s 
primary in -Missouri, the Attorney Gen:. 
eral issued a directive to the FBI-al
legedly to make a thoroughgoing inves. 
tigation. We now know that he directed 
them merely to interview the members 
Of the board of election commissioners 
and two reporters for- the Kansas City 
Star, John P. Swift and Ira McCarthy, 
who themselves had investigated and 
exposed specific, fiagrant instances of 
fraud and corruption. This close limi· 
tation on the scope of the activities of 
the FBI shows plainly that the intention 
was to whitewash, not to investigate. 

Mr. Chairman, the man who called for 
the purge of Roger Slaughter in that 
primary election is the same man who, 
in 1940, while a Member of the other 
body, bitterly opposed the reappointment 
as d!strict attorney in Kansas City of 
Maurice L. Milligan, whose courageous 
devotion to the dutieS of his office had 
resulted in the indictment and convic
tion of a small army of election crooks. 
· I incude in my remarks at this point 
a copy of yesterday's report of the grand 
jury of Jackson County, Mo., together 
with certain telegrams which have been 

. received in the last 15 minutes. I urge 
the Members of the House to ret\_d the 
grand jury's report in its entirety, and 
especially two paragraphs. 

IN THE CIRCUIT COURT OF 
JACKSON CouNTY, Mo., 

AT INDEPENDENCE, 
CRIMINAL DivisiON A, MARCH TmM, 1947, 

May 27. 1947. 
HoN. JoHN B. JAMES: We, the grand jurors, 

sworn and eharged to inquire within and 
:tor Jackson County, having in mind the 
charge given us by your honor. and having 
completed 8 weeks ot investigation dir'ected 
almost entirely to a consideration of evi
dence of irregularities and fraud in the 
August 6, 1946, primary election, tn the 
several townships and voting precincts of 
said county and 1n the city of Kansas City, 
and the city of Independence, Mo., respect
fully submi·t our report. 

In our investigation we have duly ex
amined and counted the ballots east tn a 
relatively small ·number of the precincts and 
have subpenaed and examined many wit
nesses. 

In O'IU' Investigation it was revealed that 
1n some precincts ballots were deliberately 
miscounted and false returns made o! the 
election results to the' election commis
sioners. We also discovered wrongful, 111egal, 
and wholesale marking of ballots, vote buy
ing and bribery, and 11legal participation of 
party workers who were not polling oftlcials 
In the counting ot votes, gross negligence, 
carelessness, and Indifference on the part o! 
judges and clerks 1n the performance of 
tbeir duties. 

KISCOUNT OF VOTES 

The grand jury subpenaed the ballots, 
tally sheets, poll books, and other records 
from the election commissioners and re-

- counted the ballots in certain precincts. 
Miscounts of shocking proportions were re
vealed. A ·significant fact is that where a 
sizable miscount of votes was found the 
count 1nva.rtably was in favor af one fac
tional slate of Democratic candidates. In 
not one instance in which a consequential 
miscount was found was the miscount in 
favor of a. candidate other than the candi
dates upon that particular factional slate. 

The grand Jury recommends further in
vesti~at~on, including a complete recount of 
all ballots in the race for the Democratic 
:~OI;nination f?r Representative ~ Congr~ 
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for the Fifth District of Missouri, by the 
proper authorities. It is our belief that Roger 
C. Slaughter, in this race was deprived ot 
the nomination by a fraudulent miscount 
of votes and by other types of fraud. 

In the race for the Democratic nomina
tion for presiding judge of the county court 
of Jackson County, Mo., the grs:tnd jury 
found a miscount in favor of John H. Thomp
son, and a miscount against Perrin D. 
McElroy, which was more than enough to 
deprive Perrin D. McElroy of the nomination. 

In the race for the Democratic nomination 
for prosecuting attorney of Jackson County, 
Mo., the grand jury found a miscount in favor 
of James H. Anderson and a miscount against 
Michael W. O'Hern, which was more than 
enough to deprive Michael W. O'Hern of the 
nomination. 

Our investigation revealed a deliberate, 
calculated, and premeditated plan to mis
count and otherwise steal votes from these 
candidates. 

MARKING BALLOTS FOR VOTERS 
The election laws and the rules of the 

election commissioners are explicit and spe
cific, that ballots may not be marked for 
voters except under certain circumstances 
and then only after an oath of assistance has 
been made by the voters. It is apparent that 
there was serious disregard of these laws and 
regulations by certain voters, workers, and 
poll1ng ofilcials, which resulted in widespread 
fraud. 

VO'rE BUYING 
Our investigation left no doubt in the mind 

of the jury that an organized plan was set 
up by certain party workers to pay money to 
voters, and that some voters looked forward 
to and expected to receive money for their 
votes or for voting the names of others, 
either before or after they did so. 

IMPERSONATION AND GHOST VOTING 
Our investigation revealed that in certain 

precincts the names of some registered vot
ers were voted by impersonators, and in some 
instances payments were made to the 1m
personators. This type of fraud can only .be 
perpetrated by collusion and conspiracy. 

ILLEGAL PARTICIPATION IN COUNT 
Our investigation and indictments further 

reveal that improper and unauthorized per
sons were wrongfully permitted by the pre
cinct officials to handle ballots and count 
votes, and otherwise participate in the prep. 
aration of the official returns as certified to 
the election commissioners. In certain pre
cincts watchers and challengers, usually pre
cinct captains, unlawfully and wrongfully 
took charge of the ballots after the polls 
closed and after the ballot boxes were opened 
through collusion with, or intimidation of, 
polling officials. In all precincts where this 
was permitted there was a wide discrepancy 
between the official returns as certified by the 
polling officials and the true count as deter
mined by the grand jury. 

NEGI·ECT OF DUTY BY POLLING OFFICIALS 
It is the responsibility of all judges and 

clerks of ·election, individually and collec
tively to count, canvass, and tally all of the 
ballots. Our investigation has revealed that 
this procedure was not followed, and in some 
precints the ballots were unlawfully counted 
by only one or two judges of election, and 
that in some precincts the Democratic judges 
and the clerk alone counted all Democratic 
ballots while the Republican judges and clerk 
alone counted all Republican ballots. This 
practice lends itself to widespread fraud, and 
when followed plays into the hands of un
scrupulous officials, and others, and can and 
does usually result in a serious miscount and 
fraud in the count of the votes cast. It is 
further revealed that the laws and regula
tions requiring all judges and clerks of elec
tion to count, canvass, and tally all ,ballots 
were consistently disregarded. 

The jury 1n its investigation found that 
certain judges and clerks of election who 
served in that capacity on August 6, 1946, 
could scarcely read or write. The jury fur
ther found that in certain cases the judges 
and clerks of election had criminal records. 

LACK OF MATERIAL RECORDS 
We were handicapped in our invesigation 

by the fact that no record was furnished us 
of the names of the persons who served as 
watchers and challengers in the various pre
cincts on August 6, 1946, and we were .further 
handicapped due to the fact that we -were not 
furnished by the Board of Election Commis
sioners in Kansas City, Mo., with a book of 
complaints of ~ection law violations as we 
understand they are required by law to keep. 
It is provided in section 12183 of the Revised 
Statutes of Missouri, 1939, that "It shall be 
the duty of such election commissioners to 
aid in the prosecution of all crimes and 
offenses against this article, and they shall 
keep a book in which shall be entered an 
complaints against persons alleged to be 
guilty of the violation of this law, and when 
in the judgment of such election commis
sioners such offense has probably been com
mitted, it shall be their duty to cause a 
prosecution to be instituted in accordance 
with the provisions of this article, and cause 
the parties to be punished accordingly." 

It is recommended by the grand jury that 
in the future the Board of Election Com
missioners at Kansas City r-equire, keep and 
have available such records for examination. 

FEDERAL AUTHORITIES 
In our investigation of vote frauds we 

have cenfined our efforts, of ·necessity, largely 
to a recount of the ballots. The grand jury 
strongly stresses the fact that in an inves
tigation of vote frauds and irregularities the 
great majority o! the fraud can only be sub
stantiated and proved by a thorough, scien
tific examination of the ballots and records 

' by competent scientifie methods by trained 
men. There were definite indications of con
spiracy and irregularities requiring such ex
pert services bearing on the identity of hand
writing, pencil marks, finger prints, etc. It 
is a matter of general knowledge tha't the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, United 
States Department of Justice, has such expert 
examiners and facilities to carry on such 
an investigation. We strongly urge that the 
United States Department of Justice and the 
FBI enter this investigation. 

FUTURE GRAND JURIES 
Due to lack of time this jury has been un

able to complete its investigation of vote 
frauds in the August 6, 1946, primary elec
tion as instructed by the Honorable John R. 
James. The jury recommends that other 
grand juries, both State and Federal, fur
ther inquire into this matter. 

INSTRUCTION TO FOREMAN 
The grand jury unanimously recommends 

and hereby instructs the foreman of this 
jury to forward copies of this report to the 
Attorney General of the United States and 
to the Governor o! the State of Missouri in 
order that they may be fully advised of con
ditions as we have found them in the August 
6, 1946, primary election. 

COUNTY INSTITUTIONS 
The jury inspected all county institutions 

and while in every instance the conditions 
were not all we desire, we did find a disposi
tion on the part of the superintendents to 
make needed improvements insofar as their 
budgets would permit. · 

We found in our investigations several in
stances in which trained personnel had been 
put in charge. The grand jury commends 
this practice and urges that more employees 
of this type be obtained when, and where 
possible. 

We wish to thank the Honorable John R. 
James, Judge, the prosecuting attorney, 

Jaq1es G. Kimbrell, and his staff, and Mr. 
J. A. Purdome, sheriff, and his force and in 
particular George J. Punshon, deputy sheri1f, 
for their assistance, guidance and helpful 
cooperation. · 

Respectfully submitted. 
Hugh C. Moore, Foreman; J. M. 

Slaughter, L. Robert Evans, John 
B. Spence, Nile G. G1lley, Jay W. 
Tice, B. J. George, S. S. Arnsome, 
Eleo. C. Wright, Jr., M. H. Sig
fried, Paul Luther, Winfrey G. 
Nathan. 

KANSAS CITY, Mo., May 28, 1947. 
Hon. ALBERT L. REEVES, Jr., 

House Office Building, 
Washington, D. · C.: 

Yesterday afternonn the Jackson County 
grand jury, which has been investigating the 
election frauds committed in the Democrat
ic primary August 6, 1946, filed a report in 
which it expressed the conclusion that 
Roger C. Slaughter had been deprived of the 
nomination by reason of fraudulent votes 
cast and other irregularities. The grand 
jury further recommend that the Federal 
Government enter the case and that the 
ballots be counted by the appropriate au
thorities. Last night the vaults of the elec
tion commissioners were broken into and 
ballots and other records stolen. Full ex
tent of this robbery not known at this time. 

JACKSON COUNTY COMMI'l"l'EE FOR 
HONEST ELECTIONS. 

KANSAS CITY, MO., May 28, 1947. 
Hon. ALBERT L. REEVES, Jr., 

Old House Office Building: 
The shocking revelation of the theft of 

election records in recent primary must 
challenge the most rigid investigation by all. 
public oftlcials having jurisdiction. 

DAVID B. CHILDS, 
Chairman. 

KANSAS CITY, Mo., May 28, 1947, 
Han. ALBERT L. REEVES, Jr., 

Member of Congress, 
House Office Building: 

Everything lawfully possible should be 
done to protect sacred voting rights and to 
expose those who prostitute the ballot. Two 
World Wars and many personal sacrifices 
waged for decency in government. 

EDWARD L. SCHEUFLER. 

KANSAS CITY, MO., May 28, 1947. 
Hon. ALBERT L. REEVES, Jr., 

Membe?" of Congress, 
House Office Building: 

Stealing of ballot box.es to block further 
investigation of vote frauds in August pri
mary is la~t straw. Senator Kem resolution 
indicates culpable action o! Attorney Oen
eral. Congress should investigate at once 
with view of bringing impeachment pro
ceeding; expect you to take lead. 

MILTON W. MCGREEVY. 

KANSAS CITY, Mo., May 28, 1947. 
Hon. ALBERT L. REEVES, Jr., 

Member of cong?"ess, 
House Office Building, 

Washington, D. C.: 
Hope you support full investigation of bal

lot-box theft and the lack of attention by 
Federal Government to vote fraud. 

RIDENOUR RAYMOND. 

KANSAS CITY, Mo., May 28, 1947. 
Han. ALBERT L. REEVES, Jr., 

Member Qf Congress, 
House Office Building: 

Just heard of the destruction of evidence 
on vote fraud. These incidents in Kansaa 
City definitely need FBI investigation. 

Mrs. JAMES ERNEST 'TURNER, 
President, Twentieth Century Vlomen•a 

Republican Club. 
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KANsAs CITY, Mo., May 28,' 1947. 

Bon. ALBERT L. REEVES, Jr., 
Member of Congress, 

-House Office Building, 
Washington, D . c,: 

The people of Kansas City are incensed at 
facts disclosed by grand jury investigation 
and by investigation pursuant to Kem res
olution, showing certain Federal officials 
have impeded FBI investigation of vote 
stealing in August prima~y. Now the ballots 
have been stol-en. Expect you to take lead 
in pressing congressional investigation with 
view to impeaching· any Federal officials 
whose dereliction in office has aided guilty 
persons from being brought to .justice. • 

GRANT STAUFFER. 

KANsAS CITY, Mo., May 28, 1947. 
.ALBERT L. REEVES, Jr., 

House Office Building: 
Wit:q the grand jury's repqrt now complet

ed positively proving election frauds it seems 
most necessary'that Federal investigation be 
made to find out why the Attorney General's 
office took a hands-ott attitude. I urge you 
to press this matter with all vigor to see 
that proper justice is dealt to all those in
volved in a most serious offense. 

· Regards, · 

KANsAs CITY, Mo., May 28, 1947. 
The Honorable ALBERT L. REEVES, Jr., 

House Office Building: 
The. brazen and disgraceful theft of ballot 

boxes here following grand jury investigation 
and indictments is most- shocking to all de
cent citiZens of this community. Urge you 
to demand immediate congressional investi- ' 
gation of United. States Attorney General's 
ofHce laxity in not taking action this entire 
vote situation in Kansas City. 

. FRANK A. THEIS, 
President, Simonds Shields Theis Grain Co. 

KANSAS CITY, Mo., May 28, 1947. 
Bon. A. L. REEVES, Jr., 

Member of Congress: 
, Yesterday a Jackson County grand jury, 

after investigating irregularities in the pri
mary election last August, submitted a re
port finding wrongful, 1llegal, and wholesale 
marking of· ballots, vote buying, and bribery. 
Inasmuch as balloting for Federal offices was 
involved, I strongly urge that you demand a 
congressional investigation of this deplor
able corruption of the franchise. According 
to press reports evidence of these crimes was 
presented to the Attorney General but no 
action was ever taken. I urge you to seek a 
congressional investigation of the failure of 
the Department of Justice to act in this 
matter and in line with the grand jury's re
port, make available the superior facilities of 
the Federal Government in unearthing all 
the irregularities to the end that guilty 
parties may be properly punished. 

WALTER R. ScoTT, 
Presk!ent, Missouri Republican Club. 

KANSAS CITY, Mo., May 28, 1947. 
Bon. ALBERT L. REEVES, Jr.; 

Member of Congress, 
House Office Building: 

Local grand jury has disclosed .tla"grant vio
lation of law in connection with August pri
mary. According to the press, this infor
mation was given to Attorney General of 
United States months ago, who refused to 
take action. Reported ballot boxes now have 
been stolen to destroy evidence. If Attorney 
General had acted, this could not have hap
pened. Congress should immediately insti
tute vigorous investigation, and, if investi
gation justifted, take action to impeach 
culpable Federal omctals. You, as our Rep
resentative, should take lead. 

W. c. SHANK. 

KANSAS CITY, Mo., May 28, 1947. 
Congressman "ALBERT L. REEVES, Jr., 

Old House Office Building: 
The theft of. election records of recent pri

mary 1S most disturbing. I believe all public 
officials having jux:isdiction should immedi
ately investigate. 

Lou ELLA ADAMS. 

Mr. Chairman, ·in the fifth paragraph 
of its report the grand jury says categor
ically that "It is our belief that Roger 
C . • slaughter in this race was deprived 
of the nomination by a fraudulent mi's-' 
count of votes and by other types of 
fraud." On page 4 of its report, the 
grand jury declares that "There were 
definite indications of conspiracy," and 
strongly urges that the Department of 
Justice and the FBI enter the investiga-
tion. · 
· How long will the Congress tolerate the 

kind of fraud, ·and violence, and election 
thievery which has characterized primary 
and general elections in Kansas City, 
Mo., for many years? It is a weak and 

·evasive alibi for the chief law-enforce- · 
ment offi.cer of the United· States to say 
that the laws are inadequate and inef
fective. They were adequate and effec
tive enough 8 years and less ago to con
vict scores of persons, representing the 
same corrupt political machine in Kan
sas City, who had been guilty of no more 
than the offenses committed in the pri
mary of last August-offenses which have 
resulted in some 50 State court indict
ments during the last several weeks. If 
the Federal election laws require strength
ening; the Congress should act, · and 
promptly. 

But so far as the perpetrators of last 
August's primary frauds and crimes· are 
concerned, the time has come-to bor
row words which made history several 
years-ago-to move on them again. And 
I do not mean the small fry alone. 
When the investigation has been com
pleted, Mr. Chairman, a far broader 
aspect of the situation may have been 
presented. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this paragraph close in 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
nunois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman ·from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
· Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
take this occasion to state that no mat
ter what is done in connection with the 
appropriation for soil conservation pay
ments, I hope that we will not overlook 
the value of the county committee sys
tem or do anything to diminish its im
portance. Believing as I do that there is 
a moral obligation on the part of the 

. Federal Government to carry out the pro
gram contained in. the appropriation bill 
for the fiscal year 1947, I supported the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Missouri, to increase the appropria
tion to $300,000,000. When that was de
·feated, I supported the amendment of 
the gentleman from Missouri to increase 

the - ~mount . for admfnistration in th~ 
field anq supported a s~milar amehdm~n.t 
on the part of the gentleman trom ~tp:
nesota. 
. Whatever amourit is finally appro

priated by the Congress for soil conser
vation payments, the work will have to 
be done by the county committees. These 
committees,: of course, have many other 
duties to perform in connection with ag
ricultural programs. To them goes much 
of the credit for the success with which 
these programs have been carried on in 
the past. In the future, it is my hope 
that we will have more, rather than less, 
administrative control in the local com
munities. 
· The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
HILL]. . 

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I take this 
time to interrogate the chairman of the 
subcommittee on the Sugar Act provision 
in this present bill. · I hope the Members 
have in their possession the report. On 
p::tge 26 of the report this language ap
pears: 

The amount allotted for payments to sugar 
producers under the budget is $53,623,885. 

Further the report states: 
However, the committee has decided tore

duce the national office administrative ex
pense item by $50,000, which wm make that 
amount· additional for payments to· sugar 
producers. 

. My question is, in the event the admin
istrative funds after you have cut them 
$50,000 are not suffi.dent to administer 
the Sugar Act, how could it be admin-
istered? · 

Mr. DIRKSEN. On the basis of all the 
testimony we are satisfied that there are 
more than enough 'administrative funds 
to administer this program. I may say 
to the gentleman from Colorado that we 
have increased the amount that will -be 
available for payments to sugar pro
aucers so that a large area of sugar pro
duction may be brought into cultivation 
during this crop year. In addition I may 
say this has been quite a big program. 
';['he amounts that have been collected 
through the so-called sugar processing 
tax have averaged more than $15,000,000 
in every year, so that the Federal Gov
ernment has actually realized a reason
ably substantial profit on this operation 
from year to year. We are confident that 
the money that is involved here for ad
ministrative purposes is ample for all ad
ministrative detail in connection with the 
administration of the act. 

Mr. HILL. I thank the gentleman. 
May I call the attention of the House 
again to what the subcommittee chair
man has said, that this program on do
mestic sugar has not cost the taxpayers 
a single penny a.nd has placed in the 
Treasury of the United States more than 
$15,000,000. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HILL. I yield· to the gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. CHENOWETH. I commend my 
able and distinguished colleague from 
Colorado for calling this te our atten
tion. I wonder if he can .cite any other 
investment made by the Federal Govern-
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ment which brings a greater _ return. . - Mr. LARCADE . . Mr. Chairman, I ask . shall actually .be as .it started_ out to be, 
Not only have we reaped a $15,000,000 · unanimous consent to. extend my re· . a school-lunch program involving sur
profit but we have -supplied the: Nation -marks in the. RECORD at .this point. pluses, or whether it shall become a 
with sugar. ':T'he CHAffiMAN. Is there objection complete nutritional program the juris-

Mr. mLL. I might say to my col· to the request of the gentleman from . diction oyer Which rests no longer with 
league from Colorado that I think the Louisiana? the Committee on Agriculture but with 
sugar program has probably been the There was no objection. . the ' committee on Education and Labor; 
best administered of any program -in Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Chairman, I have and, finally, who shall pay for it. 
agricultural activities during this admin· . protested so many times about this Qov- · I have had experience' with this pro
istration. • ernment giving away billions of the tax- gram. It has been my observation, and 

There are a few things we must keep . payers' money to foreign countries and this can be supported by the facts, that 
in mind. In the continental United - disregarding our own p~ople and c6un- the b~st programs have been those which 
states we must be careful how we_proceed try t:Qat in justice to my cons~ituen~s have been supervised . lopally, _ managed 

· from now on in regard to· increasing and conscience, I must again ra~se my _locally, and for which, for the. greater 
. sugar acreages in ·other parts of the · voice against the reductions for the De- . part at least, local or State money has 
· world and not curtail acreage -from ·our · partment of Agriculture appropriations, ~ been · used. Such . programs for - years 
sugarcane and sugar-beet producers. · H. R: 3601. have been carried out by churches, 

Mr:WOODRUFF. Mr. Chairman, wi_ll .. Agriculture'is the .basis of the economy Rotary Clubs, Kiwanis Clubs, and other 
. the gentleman yield?. . of our Nation. Agriculture 'is the back- groups ltke these, as well as by school 

bone of our country; and· anything which · groups like' the PTA. 
Mr. HILL . . I yield. .. is ·done to weaken or · take'· away the -There must be· some sort of a .Federal 
Mr. WOODRUFF. · Can the gentleman t 1 · f th' · d. t · governmen a serviCes o IS m us ry lS . clearing house, ·and _ my amendment is name any other · governmental activity b. d t · ff t th t· t · · oun o e -ec · e en 1re coun ry. directed to maintaining Federal · super-. which shows a profit each year? M Ch · I t d t d r. a1rman, ·canno un ers an vision·, and enough for an actual match-

. Mr. HILL. I cannot. . how members of-the Committee on Agri- ing _program,· and to iet additional money 
Mr: CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, culture antl ·other·Members of Congress for the ·program be ·rais-ed in the States. 

will the gentleman yield? . representing farm distrrcts can agree to r: do not se·e how any Member of ·can-
Mr. HILL. I yield. reduce sucli ·items of the appropriations gress can say 'this shouid -b-ecome a 
Mr. CHENOWETH. I would .like also · for t:Qe, bepartment ~of Agriculture as the . pate.(nalistic,_. fedel:al~y-s_upporte~ pro

to call'the.attention of the gentleman to · school..:lUn.ch .program, _rural electrifica- · gram when ther_e are surpltises in every 
·~ the -fact -that. according to the. best re- tion, soil erosion, forest protection, ·pro· . st~te tre_as:ury.- W~)lave .. ~n .mY. State, 

ports from the sugar-beet industry ·there duction and marketing -administration, f · t b 1 $ 
is now-a surplus of sugar in this country. · inarketing·service,-to conserve our natu- · or ms. ance, ~--._ a anc.e of · 430,000,000; 

· r· a· 1 r·esou· r·ces· .- and all of the other serv- , you apparently-have in the treasury of · I.m_ ight add tha_t a committee : of your Alabama a current balance at th p ' ice· s wl11'ch-are so· rm·- por·t·an~ t ·t·o· our· agri- · · · e res· Committee on Agriculture th:J.t has been nt t' f $30 000 ooo Mi · · · h - cultural no•nu· la· ti'on, a· .'nd · ~a·I-1 of wh1'ch · e · Ime 0 ~ • ; ; SSISSIPPl as · looking into this sugar supply· at the ~ '.t" $22 000 000 d st t h' h ,p 
Contrl.bute-so r-l.ch-ly. ·to. the- prosper1'ty of · · • . · an a es w IC are spoA:en present time feels that there is . not very of as ·n g t n d h f $3 ooo ooo · · our country. _ - - . 1 rea ee ave rom , , . much reason to hold down the. American - t $501 ooo GOO I th. Many· of our veterans are taking up 0 · " · · • say at California - housewife in the use of sugar in the· daYs can well afford to pay the costs of this 

just ahead. · · agricultural pursuits, and to my amaze- program · jn . California out· of its own 
The Clerk read as follows·: · ment, even- appropriations having to do f d I k f th' 

with programs and benefits for these ex- un s. now 0 no mg more impor-
NATIONAL SCHOOL-LUNCH Acrr 

To enable the Secretary to carry out the 
provisions of the National School Lunch Ac~ 
of June 4, 1946 (Public Law 396), $45,000,000: 
Provided, That no part of this appropriation 

· shall be used for matching funds from 
sources · vilthin the States derived from the 
sale of lunches. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment, which 
is at the .Clerk's desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PHILLIPs of 

California: On page 52, line 23, strike out 
"$45,000,000" . an<~ insert "$25,000,000." 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, in 
order that we 'may arrive at some time 
limit, I ask unanimous consent that 
debate on this section and all amend
ments thereto and amendments to 
amendments close in 20 minutes. 

Mr. PRESTON. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that debate on this section and 
all amendments thereto and amend
ments to amendments close in 25 
minutes. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion (demanded by Mr. CANNON) there 
were-ayes 126, noes 101. 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from California [Mr. PHILLIPS] is recog
nized. 

Mr. LARCADE. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. I yield. 

service meh are being either discontinued tant than the children of the United 
or so reduced by the reductions in· this - States of America. 
appropriations bill thBtt this deserving To my mind, the needs of ·children, as 
group will be deprived of assistance to future citizens of the United States, takes 
which they had looked forward to being precedence ovet any other necessity to 
provided by their Government through be paid from a State pocketbook. I think 
the Department ·of · A-griculture. this should be a State-supported pro-

Mr. Chairman, many times I have grain and· not by Federal payments. For 
pointed out on the floor of this House that reason I offer the amendment which 
that it 'fas my privilege to represent one is now before you. 
of the most important agricultural dis.; The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
tricts of this country, and I take this gentleman from California has expired. 
opportunity to say that as the repre- Mr. JAVITS. Mr: Chairman, I shall 
sentative of my district I have opposed vote for the amendment which will in
and I .now do most vehemently oppose crease the amount of the school-lunch 
these reductions in the approprations for appropriation for fiscal 1948 from the 
the important and necessary services to $45,000,000 recommended by the commit
my district and agriculture in general. tee to $75,000,000, and to eliminate the 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I ask restricting proviso regarding the ability 
unanimous consent to extend my re- of the State to match the funds derived 
marks in the REcORD following · the from the Federal Government with in
remarks of the gentleman from Cali- come from the school lunches themselves. 
fornia [Mr. PHILLIPS]. We must give the first thought in this 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection program to its maximum effectiveness 
to the request of the gentleman from and the second thought to the details of 
New York? the business arrangements between the 

There was no objection. Federal Government and the States. I 
Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr. do not see that we have any right to harm 

Chairman, there is no man on the ftoor the program because the business ar· 
who is more interested in the school- rangements do not seem to the Commit
lunch program nor more in favor of the tee appropriate but rather that every 
school-lunch program than I am. I effort must be made to improve the ar
want it understood that the only issue rangements so that they are suitable 
before the House at this time, no matter without impairing the program. We 
what oratory may be heard upon t.his must not forget that the whole program 
fioor, is who shall supervise, who shall is provided for by Public Law 396 of the 
manage the ·school-lunch program; · Seventy-ninth Congress and I see no rea
whether it shall be directed from Wash- ... son for departing from the principle ap:o 
ington or directed locally; whether it proved: by that act. · Therefore, I will 
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vote to appropriate the full amotint the pennies paid by the children for their 
program required for the-next fiscal year lun-ches were a part of the State contri- · 
as set up in the budget-$75,000,000. bution. Then, for good measure, the 

As I said at the time I fought for the St;:~.tes included as their contribution for 
deficiency appropriation for the school- matching purposes $25,000,000 · of un
lunch program for fiscal1947: audited and unauditable "donations'; 

I consider the school-lunch program a pa?:"t from church~. parent-teachers' associa
of the national responsib111ty for health. The tions, service clubs, and so forth. 
program of a hot lunch for school children L My amendment is for the purpose of 
has met with the universal approval of reducing the Federal contribution to the 
mothers, teachers, educational authorities, amount actually appropriated for s.choOl 
and Parent-Teacher Associations. The cost lunches by the State and local govern-
is infinitesimal compared to the benefits. -
The health of the child determines -the ments dtiring the fiscal year 1947. 
health of the man. I look forward to legis- I feel that even this sum is excessive in 
lation whtch·wm be a national expression of view· of the fact that the Federal Gov
the responsibility for the health of all 'ctti- ernment is some $260,000,000,000 1n the 
zens. The school-lunch program is an early red whereas at the end of the fiscal year 
and a necessary step. 1946,_ there were surpluSes in the treas-

The CHAmMAN. The gentleman uries of every State -·in the Union, as per 
from New York [Mr. BucKJ is recog- the- folloWing figures published by the 
nized for 1% minutes. _Bureau of the Census: : 
~.BUCK. ~.Charrman,Iofferan 

amendment. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BuCK: On page 

62, line 23, strike out "$45,000,000" and in
sert "$11 •. 470,400." 

Mr. BUCK. Mr. Chairman, the Na
tional School Lunch Act, ever since it 
was first presented to us, has been re
plete with misrepresentation. Origi
nally declared to be for the purpose, 
among other things, of encouraging the 
domestic consumption of nutritious 
agricultural commodities and other food, 
it was enacted-at a time when food ra
tioning still prevailed in this country 
and when millions of people throughout 
the world were starving. Even today 
when our fabulous exports o( foodstuffs 
are depleting our-own supplies and caus
ing prices to rise proportionately, the 
Administrator of the School Lunch Pro
gram, in testifying recently before the 
subcommittee, made the outlandish 
statement on page 1151 of the hearings 
that the program had "provided one-of 
the best possible outlets for nutritious 
farm products that might otherwise 
contribute to local or national food sur
pluses." Proof that this bureaucrat did 
not himself believe the statement I have 
just read is evidenced by his further 
statement two pages beyond in the hear
ings which reads: 

In the current year, with the .exception of 
potatoes and a few other perishable com
modities, surpluses suitable for the school
lunch program have been limited. 

The fact is that schools have pur
chased food for the lunch program with 
complete freedom of action and in disre
gard of whether or not a particular com
modity is surplus. 

The height of misrepresentatien, how
ever, is in connection with State match
ing of Federal contributions. I am cer
tain it was the impression of 95 percent 
of the Members of this House that this 
matching would ·be bona fide. ' Yet what 
do we find was the actual practice for 
the fiscal year 1947? The Federal Gov- -
ernment will have expended $72,975,000. 
State and local governments appropri
ated but $11,470,400. 'The difference
and I submit that this is one of tne most 
unconscionable acts of financial finagling 
which has ever come to my attention
was niade up by the assumption that the ' 

JUabaxna ______________________ $30,000,000 

Arizona----------------------- 11,000,000 
Arkansas------------~~~------- 12,000,000 
Calliornia ____ ~--------~----~-- 490,000,000 
Colorado__________________ _____ 22, 000, 000 ' 
Connecticut...: _____________ ---- 29, 000,000 
I>elavvare ______________________ 13,000,000 

~orida------------------------ 38,000,000 
Georgia--------------.._,.---·----. 15,000, 000 

· IdahO------------------------- 10,000,000 Illinois ________________________ 188,000,000 
. Indiana ______ _:________________ 89,000,000 

Iowa-----~---------------~---- 49,000,000 
~nsas ________________________ 27,000,000 

Kentucky-----------------·---- '25, 000, 000 
Louisiana______________________ 27, 000, 000 
~ne---------~--------------- 9,000,000 
Maryland---------------------- 33, 000, 000 
~assachusetts _________________ 13,000,000 
bfichdgan ______________________ 84,000,000 

Minnesota--------------~------ 29,000,000 
Missis?.-ppL--------------- ----- 22, 000,000 
~sour! _______________________ 62,000,000 

Montana----.------------------- 9, 000, 000 
!iebraska---------------------- 10,000,000 
Nevada------------------------ 6,000,000 New Hampshire ______ _:_________ 6, ooo, ooo 
New JerseY-------------------- 42,000,000 
New Mexico _________ ·-"--------- 7, 000, 000 New York _____________________ 501, 000, 000 
North Carolina________________ 98, 000, 000 
North Dakota _________ .:,________ 17,- 000, 000 

OhiO--------------·------------ 162, 000, 000 Oklahoma _____________________ 26,000,000 

Oregon------------------------ 58, 000,000 
Pennsylvania------------------ 180, 000, 000 
Rhode Island__________________ 6, 000, 000 
South Carolina---------------- 18,000,000 
South Dakota:.. ______ ··--':'-------- 15, 000, 000 
Tennessee--------------------- 32,000,000 
Texas------------------------- 55,000,000 Utah _______ :_ _________ _:________ 3,.000, 000 
Vermont ____ ..;__________________ 8, 000, 000 

Virginia _____ ~----------------- 74,000,000 
~asblngton-------------~----- 90,000,000 
~est Virginia __ . ____________ .____ 22, ooo, ooo 
VVisconsin ___________________ ~- 93,000,000 
VVyorning ______ _:______________ a,ooo,ooo 

Thus tliere is not a single State in the 
Union which could not adequately 
finance its school-lunch program with
out any participation by the Federal 
Government. 

In conclusion, I wish to address myself 
to the Members of the House who repre
sent the States who will pay the bulk of 
the cost of any money spent by the Fed
eral Government for the school-lunch 

- program; 
You Members from Massachusetts 

should know that your_State will receive 
back in benefits but 43 cents of every 
dollar your taxpayers must pay into the 
Federal · Government for· the school-

lunch program. For Connecticut tax
payers the figure is but 28 cents; for New 
York, 18 cents; for New Jersey, 50 cents; 
for Pennsylvania, 57 cents; for Ohio, 40 
cents; fo~ Indiana, 67 cents; for lliinois, 
31 cents; for Michigan, 43 cents. This 
program short-changes your -taxpayers. 
I hope you will all bear this fact in mind 
in your consideration of this appro
priation. 

The CHA1RMAN. The question is on 
the. amendment offered by the gentle
man from New York. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, a par-
liamentary inquiry. · · 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman w111 
state it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. What~ the parlia
mentary situation with respect to amend
ments that are pending? The time, of 
course, was closed on this amendment 
and all amendments thereto. 

The CHAffiMAN, That is correct. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Does action occur 

now on the substitute offered by the 
gentleman from ·New York £Mr. BucK] ? 

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct . . · 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, imme

diately upon the presentation of the 
amendment I submitted a substitute 
which I sent to the desk. I took it for 
granted it had been read. -

The CHAIRMAN. It has not. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that the substitute 
amendment off.ered by the gentleman 
from Missouri be read now. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there -objection 
to the request_ of the , gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]? 

· There was no objection. 
The Clerk read a.S foilows:· 

, Substitute offered by Mr. CANNON: , 
Page 52; line 23, strike out "$45,000,000" 

! and insert in lieu thereof "$75,000,000." · 
Page 52, line 23, strike. out the colon, .in

sert a period and strike out the remainder 
~! the paragraph through line 25. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. As I understand it, 
.the substitute offered by the gentleman 
from Missouri is not presently before the 
Comm_ittee. 
. Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I have 
offered it. -

Mr . . nmKSEN. It could not have 
been offered, otherwise it would be be
fore the Committee at the present time. 
I want to be sure that the members ·of 
the Committee appreciate the parlia
mentary situation and the things on 
which we vote. My understanding is we 
vote first on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BuCK] to reduce the amount from $45,· 
000,000 to $11,470,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.' 
Mr. DIRKSEN. When that is dis

posed of, then. the gentleman from Mis· 
souri will offer his substitute or amend
ment to modify the pending' amendment, 
to raise it from $45.000,000 to $75,000,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. -· That is correct. 
Mr. DffiKSEN. What about the 

amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. PHILLIPS]? 

The CHAIRMAN. That will be the 
last amendment voted on. 
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Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, if 

there is no more time desired, I should 
like to be recognized. 
. The CHAIRMAN. There are others 
on the list. The Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. PRESTON]. 

Mr. PRESTON. Mr. Chairman, the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
PHILLIPS] a moment ago told us how 
much he loved the little children of 
America, how important they are to the 
country, yet in the same breath he wants 
to take this money away from them. 
That just does not add up, to me. 

A few years ago the big tax burden 
that the people bore was by State and 
county taxes. Today the big tax burden 
is from taxes due the Federal Govern
ment. The States, the municipalities, 
the counties, and the various subdivi
sions of our country are not getting back 
in return the proper ratio of money that 
we are paying into the Federal Treasury. 
Our taxes are pyramiding. This pro
gram is a program which works as a re
turn from our Federal tax dollars. It 
is a uniform program· that provides nu
tritious lunches throughout the entire 
United States. We all know it has paid 
huge dividends. I want to go on record 
favoring the amendment by the gentle
man from Missouri [Mr. CANNON] to in
crease this appropriation to $75,000,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. - The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman .from South Caro
lina [Mr. RIVERS]. 

Mr. RlVERS. Mr. Chairman, under 
leave to extend my remarks, I quote from 
a statement issued by the National Con
gress of Parents and Teachers, which I 
submit for the consideration of Congress 
with the hope that adequate funds will 
be provided for this necessary and worth 
while program. I feel that it would be 
neglec~ of our duty if we do not do so. 

Today the number of school children who 
cannot go home to a nourishing meal at noon 
is multiplying rapidly. For example, children 
attending high schools or consolidated rural 
schools often cannot go home for lunch, the 
large areas served by these schools make for 
distances too great to be covered during the 
noon hour. Also, many· mothers are either 
employed or for other reasons have no time 
to prepare and serve a nutritious lunch dur
ing their children's brief noontime recess. 
Moreover, children of the same family who 
attend different schools are seldom able to 
get home at the same time, and under these 
conditions lunch at home becomes a hurried, 
unsat isfactory arrangement. Finally, par
ents living in large cities frequently prefer 
their children to remain at school rather 
than face traffic hazards at the busy noon 
hou . Student and police patrols cannot be 
effectively operated during this brief mid
d ay interval. The war revealed that mal
nutrition is much more widespread than 
most of our people realized. It was found to 
be most prevalent among the low-economy 
groups, but many young people from families 

. having good incomes and from farm homes 
having an abundance of food also showed 
dangerous dietary deficiencies. These could 
be attributed only to poor food habits, cold 
and unpalatable meals, and unbalanced diets. 
It is generally believed that if all school chil
dren were assured a nutritious and palatable 
meal at noon the health of the school chil
dren could be greatly improved and founda
tions laid for healthier adulthood. 

The school-lunch program should be 
the answer to· thiS, and'has proven that 
it is. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. WILLIAMS]. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I can 
only make a very brief observation in 
the time allotted me. In that time I 
want to restate the facts that were cited 
by my colleague the gentleman from 
Mississippi . [Mr. ABERNETHY], a few 
minutes ago. I want to point out to you 
that less than a month ago this Congress 
appropriated $350,000,000 with which to 
feed the so-called starving people of 
Europe, half of whom 3 years ago were 
running bayonets through good Ameri
can bellies; and yet you pave only $45,-
000,000-less than one-seventh of that 
amount-to spend on our own children. 

I can show you· undernourished chil· 
dren now down in the State of Missis· 
sippi. I can show them to you in Ten
nessee, in Arkansas, in. Louisiana, and 
other places; and I assure you they would 
be in a pretty bad fix if it were not for 
this school-lunch program. I think it 
would be criminal to refuse to restore 
the funds for this school-lunch program. 
If you vote to cut the funds any further 
for this item or if you leave it stand at 
only $45,000,000 you ought to go home 
and hang your head in shame. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my remarks 
at this point in the RECORD. . 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the geptleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Chairman, in its 

report on H. R. 3601 the Appropriations 
Committee stated they are reducing the 
budget of the school-lunch program from 
$75,000,000 to $45 ,000,000. 

According to the provisions of Public 
Law 396 covering the school-lunch pro
gram, $10,000,000 was authorized to be 
set aside for nonfood items, which in· 
eludes equipment. Thus, in effect, there 
will be but $35,000,000 left for food in 
the program. 

If the recommendations of the com
mittee are taken the result will be that 
States will have to do one of two things: 

First. The States will have to choose 
the number of schools within the State 
that can be handled throughout the next 
school year, which in .turn will mean that 
approximately only 35 percent of the 
presently participating schools will be 
included in the program. 

Second. In the event the States choose 
to continue the program in all presently 
participating schools, it is estimated that 
t:Qe program will last only through the 
first half of next year. 

I feel that either of these alternatives 
would be disastrous, and consequently 
urge that the House restore for the 
school-lunch program the seventy-five 
million requested. 

Ever3tone familiar with the wonderful 
work done by this program should insist 
that this project be maintained in its 
entirety. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog .. 
nizes the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
BROOKS]. 

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman, I asked 
for this time because I am going to sup
.Port the amendment for $75,000,000, but 
I want to say this in the short time 

allotted to me, that we have 26,000,000 
bushels of Irish potatoes in excess of the 
needs of the country. I do not under
stand why a great committee like the 
Committee on Appropriations, interested 
in saving funds and saving food, I sup
pose, could not have worked out a prop
osition whereby some of the 26,000,000 
bushels of Irish potatoes that are spoiling 
and wasting in this country, and which 
cannot be sold at home and abroad, 
might not be given to some of these 
school children throughout the length 
and breadth of the United States. If we 
want to do a real service to the school 
children of the country as a whole we 
should make some arrangement whereby 
some of these funds can be used for the 
purpose of supplying the school children 
with food that otherwise would go to 
waste and spoil and rot in this country. 
I commend this thought to the gentle
man from Illinois as a proposition of a 
humanitarian nature that he can work 
upon without expending any funds. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, I ask # 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, in the 

reduction of the school-lunch program 
appropriation from the $75,000,000 rec
ommended by the Bureau of the Budget 
to the $45,000,000 recommended by the 
Appropriations Committee, the Republi
can majority in the House has hit the 
American school child a body blow where 
it would hurt most-his little stomach. 
It seems almost inconceivable that Re
publican economy should go so far. 
When we see the program of the Repub
lican Party taking shape first in the 
form of big tax reductions for the higher 
brackets and penny reductions for the 
low-income groups; then in the threat
ened extension of excise taxes which 
would put the burden of reducing the 
national debt on those least able to pay; 
later, in the reduction of the various ap
propriation bills, thereby throwing thou
sands of faithful Government employees 
with years of service out of work; and 
finally, in this last economy move of cur
tailing school lunches, we are filled with 
well grounded fear for the future welfare 
of the country. 

We have voted millions of dollars for 
the relief and rehabilitation of the coun
tries of Europe, some of which were our 
enemies. But when it comes to taking 
care of the first line of defense of our own 
country-our own children-the Repub
lican majority is apparently willing that 
they should go undernourished and un
derfed. 

I have time after time heard our col
leagues on the other side of the aisle rant 
and rave about communism. Of course, 
it is a threat and a danger, but it is be
cause of the program which I have re
.ferred to before that it will become a 
greater danger and a greater threat to 
this country. Hungry mouths will make 
Communists . . That is the procedure that 
Russia is using to Sovietize the countries 
within its present sphere. That is the 
procedure that will make Communists in ·our own country. I hope that the House 
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will adopt the Cannon amendment to in
crease the school-lunch appropriation to 
$75,000,000-it will be the humanitarian 
and patriotic thing to do. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, in the 

usual steamroller fashion of this Con
gress the majority party bas again lim
ited debate on an important amendment. 
I wish to announce that I shall support 
the substitute amendment offered by the 
distinguished gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. CANNON] which seeks to increase 
the inadequate amount, $45,000,000, al
lowed by the Republican majority for the 
vitally necessary school-lunch program 
to the amount, $75,000,000, requested by 
President Truman and the Bureau of the 
Budget for the fiscal year 1948. 

Less than a year ago Public Law 396 of 
the Seventy-ninth Congress which I sup
ported was approved bY' President Tru
man and our school-lunch program be
came basic law. Now, less than a year 
later, at a time when we are spending 
billions of dollars for foreign relief, the 
Republican majority of this House scraps 
the law and denies a pitifully small sum 
needed for the most valuable assets we 
have, our American children. Mr. 
Chairman, I have all along supported our 
school-lunch program and I shall con
tinue to do so. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. MORRIS). _ 

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, this 
matter has been before us on another oc
casion when we were asking for a defi
ciency appropriation, and I had some
thing to say about it at that time, as 
other members did, and I do not wish 
to belabor you nor to criticize you and 
to speak in terms of maudlin sympathy 
about the poor little children, and so 
on. But, as a matter of fact, my friends, 
the poor little children are involved. 

I wish to address myself in this minute 
and a half that I have, which is very 
short, to the thought of the strength of 
our Nation. I am alarmed and worried 
about this great Nation of ours like you 
are. You are as honest and sincere 
and patriotic as I am; I am certain of 
that. But all of us who are honest and 
sincere and patriotic American citizens 
are trying to look not to the next elec
tion but to the next generation, and 
I am thinking about the health of our 
Nation and the strength of our Nation, 
and I am telling you that there are very 
few things we can do to strengthen our 
Nation more, in my judgment, than to 
keep the school-lunch program going 
in a big way. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Dlinois [Mr. 
SABATH]. 
'l'H& SCHOOL-LUNCH PROGRAM: ''w!: FEED THE 

GERMANS AND JAPS BUT NEGLECT OUB OWN 
MOST VALUABLE CROP--OUR CBILDREif" 

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Chairman, I con
sider this action by the Committee on 
Appropriations the most outrageous of 
all the meat-ax slashes they have made. 

Last session we passed a law, after long 
and careful consideration, to help sup
plement the diet of undernourished 
children. Now they come in and cut the 
appropriation and by that action vir
tually nullify the law. 

Millions have been appropriated for 
the relief of hungry and needy people of 
other countries. For the terrible Turks 
and for the Greeks you have appropri
ated more millions, not alone to feed and 
clothe them, to provide them with arms 
and munitions. 
MONEY TO HELP PRODUCE RECORD CROP--BtJT NOT 

FOR CHILDREN 

We have a~opriated more millions 
on millions-and you have voted for 
those appropriations-to provide fertil
izer and soil conservation programs to 
help the farmers produce record crops; 
but for the most valuable crop of all, our 
children, the ·future citizens, yes, and 
soldiers, of America, you are providing a 
niggardly sum, grudgingly and disparag
ingly. 

Yes, you have voted for appropriations 
to save the cattle, to guard against foot
and-mouth disease, to feed wild ducks-
but to feed needy children of our own, 
American children, you have cut down 
the already too small budget by $30,000,-
000. 

My colleague, and the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], has told you that 
only 1 out of 10 of the school children 
obtains the free lunch available ·under 
this grant. Let his . figures be correct; 
yet I still say to you that that means we 
can make it possible for 750,000 school 
kids to be happy with a hot midday meal, 
to be better students and better junior 
citizens, and to grow up to be better and 
stronger and healthier adults. · 

He has told you that in Chevy Chase 
the children all buy their own lunches 
and pay the regular full price; but he 
neglected to tell you that Chevy Chase 
is perhaps the wealthiest community in 
Greater Washington. 
THIS ECONOMY IS A CHEAT ON THE AMlmiCAN 

PEOPLE 

!..have voted for all measures designed 
to help the American farmer to raise 
his income, his standards of living, and 
these wonderful record-breaking crops 
of which we all have been so proud. 

No· one has begrudged those funds. 
But now for the benefit of children who 

otherwise might not be able to eat a 
lunch at all, or at best would have a 
scrap of bread or a cold boiled egg, I 
surmise that all of you will vote for this 
paltry sum on the pretext of economy. 

What a cheat you are giving the Amer
ican people. 

You have just passed. a bill -reducing 
the tax bill of the wealthy by $3,000,000,-
000. Is this the way you will make it 
UP-bY taking even the lunches away 
from poor, defenseless urchins? 

FOLLOWING DIC'l'ATJ:S OP PARTY LEADER 

In all this you are, I presume, fol
lowing the ·advice of your real party 
leader, former President Hoover, for he 
testllled before a llouse committee only 
a few days ago that he is in favor of 
feeding the Japanese and the Germans, 
though we still have not started to bring 
back the bodies of our 300,000 dead, and 
our hospitals still are overcrowded 

with the maimed from the war of re
sistance against their aggressions. I sup
pose this is on the theory that we started 
the war against the Nazis and the Japs. 

I well remember that it was this same 
President lloover who prevented money 
appropriated for the relief of starving 
cattle from being used for the relief of 
starving people when it appeared the 
cattle would live without it. 

It is easy to understand that his heart 
would bleed for our defeated enemies but 
not for our own underprivileged children, 
who may be the next victims of those 
enemies when they have been rehabili
tated. 

You have done everything possible to 
encourage the high prices which make 
it harder and harder for underpaid par
ents to feed their children, with the cost 
of bread and milk nearly doubled; but 
you will not do this iittle bit to make up 
for that. 

The American people will not soon for
get this tri~mph of selfishness over hu
manity. 

The CHAmMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from South Carolina 
[Mr. BRYSONJ. 

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Chairman, with 
your indulgence,. I should like to speak 
to you briefly and informally. 

A matter of great importance which I 
would like to refer to is the school-lunch 
program about which my fellow Carolin
ian has spoken to you. I am very much 
interested in public affairs now. and I 
have been for a quarter of a century. I 
have been in public affairs for that length 
of time. 

I can truthfully say that I know of 
nothing for which public moneys are ex
pended from which we receive so much 
value as the school-lunch program. 

In my State, of necessity, we have had 
to consolidate many schools. I would 
like to point out, too, that 1n spite of the 
report about the poor schools in the 
South, I do not know any State that 
spends more per capita than the State of 
South Carolina. 

I might add that that assumption as to 
the state of the schools in .the South is 
now entirely justified. Lately I saw 
statistics to prove my statement above. 
South Carolina is carrying a greater load 
than any other State in an effort to meet 
its school problems. 

Very oft.en children are required to 
· travel 40 and 50 miles to school in our 

State by way of bus. I remember when 
we had the controversy about daylight .. 
saving time. 

I have seen children in the first grade 
standing on the highway at the break of 
dawn, and frequently standing in the 
chill of the early morning hours, wait~ 
ing to be transported 40 or 50 miles to . 
school. 

I have children in my own home and I 
know that they get up in haste and con
fusion. and they frequently do Iiot feel 
like eating breakfast~ As a result, they 
go a way to school, and if they are not 
provided a hot lunch during the midday, 
they do not have -any warm food until 
they reach home at the close of day. 

I cannot too strongly~ .endorse the 
school-lunch program. 
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Mr. PRICE of Florida. Mr. Chairman, 

I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
.remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is -there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 
· There was no objection. 

Mr. PRICE of Florida. Mr. Chairman, 
I rise in opposition to this cut in appro
priations in the funds for our school
lunch program. In the past weeks we · 
have seen this House vote for millions 
of dollars to feed the hungry of Europe 
and I have no quarrel with that pro
gram but we should remember that 
charity begins at home. Why should 
we not look after the underprivileged 
of our own States? The records show 
that millions of our young men were 
rejected by our armed forces due to the 
lack of proper nourishment while they 
were growing Into manhood. Let this 
House forget political promises and cam
paign talk when it comes to feeding the 
children of our country. 

We can go along with the Republicans 
on their economy drive in many in
stances but let us not bring such ques
tions into this argument. 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman. I ask unanimous consent to 
extend my remarks at this point in the 
REcoRD. 

The CHAmMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Montana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 

Chairman. I am disturbed and dismayed 
by the amendments offered by the gen":" 
tleman from New York fMr. BuCKJ to 
reduce the child-lunch appropriation to 
$11,000,000 and the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from California [Mr. 
Plm.LIPsJ to reduce it to $25,000,000. I 
am convinced that the $45,000,000 appro
priation recom.ntended by the Appropria
tions Committee is not enough and con
sequently I will vote for the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. CANNON] to increase that 
amount to $75,000,000. 

I must compliment the Republicans for 
the well-organized steam ro!Ier they 
have used throughout this session and in 
the consideration of this bill to take away 
from the American people and the Amer
ican children the help and the assistance 
which the Government should rightly 
give to them. The result has been that 
organization has triumphed over con
sideration of our people•s needs and the 
steam roller has functioned at the ex
pense of specific Government obligations 
and duties in behalf of people who need 
our assistance. 

I am amaz-ed at the callousness of the 
opposition to the school-lunch program. 
We can appropriate millions to relieve 
the distress of people overseas, but we find 
it difflcult to look after our own. I have 
received scores of letters and telegrams 
in behalf of the school-lunch program 
and. as a consistent support.er of tt. I will 
continue to give It my full support. I 
hope the House will vote to increase the 
amount for the school-lunch program be
cause we will be investing- our money 
1n our greatest national asset-our chil
dren. 

XCIII--379 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from North Caro
lina [Mr. FOLGER]. 

Mr. FOLGER. Mr. Chairman, last 
year on the 6th day of June the Con
gress of the United states passed this 
act: 

It is hereby declared to be the policy of the 
Congress, as a measure at national security, 
to safeguard the health and well-being of the 
Nation's children, and to encourage the do
mestic consumption of nutritious agricul
tural commodities and other foods, by pro
viding an adequate supply-

Mr. Chairman, I trust that we will not 
bypass that ward "adequate." If we in
tended to hold out to the people of this 
country that we recognize the value of 
this program and that we propose to en
ter into an agreement with the several 
States t.o furnish an adequate supply of 
foods for the school children of this 
country, we ought to stand by it now. 
With all due respect, I suggest to the 
members of this committee that it is 
mockery to make this amount less than 
$75,000.000. Let us be sincere in tbis 
matter. 

Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks at this point in the R:scoBD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ALLEN of Louisiana. Mr. Chair

man, I rise in support of the amend
ment of the gentleman from Missouri 
[Mr. CANNON] to raise the appropriation 
for school lunches to $75.000.000 instead 
of the sum of $45,000.000 now in the bilL 
I expressed myself on tbis matter in 
general debate yesterday and I cannot 
say much in the short time now allotted. 

This school lunch has been written 
into our statutory law. The law author
izes $75,000,000 as the Federal contribu
tion to the joint State-Federal program. 
I am supporting this amendment to ap
propriate the full amount authorized by 
law. 

No one knows better than I do the 
trials and tribulations of a ·boy being 
reared under hard financial circum
stanc·es. 1 have known what it means to 
be hungry. We have many Amelican 
children now who know what that means. 
I consider, Mr. Chairman, that this 
school-lunch program. this provision to 
give a school lunch to children standing 
in need of it, is a program to strengthen 
America and make our future citizens 
not only strong physically but strong 
mentally. We want. to build and keep 
America strong and certainly this school 
lWlch is a very effective way to do it. 

I cannot. too stxongly urge the adop.
tion of the Cannon amendment and thus 
insure to the Am.erican children a con
tinuance of this program. I make this 
appeal in behalf of tbe cbildren of Am~r: 
tea. stand by them. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from AriZona £Mr. 
MURDOCK). 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, of 
all the puzzling matters that face the 

American people today, I think there is 
more confusion and more indignation on 
the part of.the population generally con
cerning the acts of our Government in 
regard to this one thing; that is, that 
we are voting millions and billions of 
dollars to aid the people in the war
stricken countlies and even the enemy 
countries and doing so little rels.tively for 
our own people. The majority are act
ing in the name of economy. I am will
ing to see work done in other parts of the 
world to rehabilitate those devastated 
lands, but I hate to see a refusal on the 
part of our own Government to do like
Wise for our own sections of the country. 
I am willing to clothe and feed the people 
of the world but we must not neglect our 
own, and we are doing it in this Agricul
ture appropriation blll just as the Hause 
did in the Interior appropriation bill 
some weeks ago. 

When the school-lunch program bad its 
origin the idea may have been to accom
plish two things at once, to distribute 
surplus agricultural products of food and 
at the ' same time to benefit the school 
children by this nutritional program. 
It may be that the first objective is no 
longer needed, but who can tell when 
it may be needed? I. too. have heard 
a great deal of complaint about spring · 
potatoes being destroyed, and I also think 
it is a shame. Of course I know that 
new potatoes may be of such a perishable 
character as to make them entirely un
suited for shipment abroad to starving 
people. But that does not. necessarily 
prevent the use of such food for Ameri
can children. The other great value of 
the school-lunch program continues to 
exist. 

With so many millions of our young 
men disqualified for military ' service in 
the war because of lack of nutrition in 
childhood, it ought to be a warning that ' 
the very safety of our Nation depends 
1I]>on the good health of our boys and 
girls. Even if we no longer need a mar
ket for surplus fOOd in school lunches, 
the other need is all-compelling. and we 
are short-sighted Indeed if we do not 
exercise great generosity In implement
ing the program with suitable funds. 
I know what school lunches mean in the 
far Southwest, and I know that even in 
the best of farming communities many 
children are suffering from malnutrition. 
Liberal support and scientific manage
ment in this work will repay the Nation 
and the future great dividends. A sav
ing here is expensive. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Washington 
[Mr. HORAN]. 

Mr. HORAN.' Mr. Chairman, I rise 
now merely to point out the implications 
that are contained in all these amend
ments. There are so.ooo· schools havin~ 
school lunches and receiving Federal aid 
today. There are over 200,000 schools in 
the United States. On that ratio, you 
can. by multiplying the amounts by four 
times. find the implied responsibility this 
Congress is assuming under these amend
ments. Under the Buck amendment call
ing for $11,000,000. eventually. if all the 
schools participate, it will be approxi
mately $45,000.000. 
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Under -the Phillips formula it will -be 
$100,000;000. Under the · committee 
amendment which .I support it will b~ 
$180,000,000, eventually, if- all schools 
participate, or four times the amount in 
the bill which services 50,000 of our 200,-
000 schools. Under the Cannon amend
ment it will be $300,000,000. 

I want the committee to have the full 
importance of all that is implied in these 
amendments. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from North Dakota . 
[Mr. LEMKE]. 

Mr. LEMKE. Mr. Chairman, I sup
ported the school-lunch program here-:
tofore. I am . for it now. I feel that 
some of my ·friends who want to econo
mize on the children of America and 
who talk about inefficiency and waste 
are among those who have voted repeat
edly to give billions of dollars to foreign 
nations, much of it for waste and ex
travagance. I feel the time has come 
when we should look after our own 

· people. Charity still begins at home. 
Mr. Chai,rman, to cut the budg~t esti

mates 32 percent in the appropriations. 
- for the Agriculture Department is not 

justifiable. It is true that there are ·du
plications that should be eliminated. It 
is equally true that there are some cuts 
that should be made. - But such cuts 
should not be made on wealth-producing 
projects such as the REA, soil conserva~ 
tion, and land-purchase projects for vet
erans and others. These and others are 
wealth-producing .and not wealth-con
suming projects. 

I know that the Appropriations Com
mittee claims that tlle REA has more 
money than it can spend. Thatmay be 
true in some localities, but not in others. 
In -my own State only 1 farmer ·· out of 
10 has electricity in his home. Modern 
facilities demand that these farmers, who 
help feed the Nation, be given some of 
the conveniences enjoyed by city people. 
Modern civilization and full production 
demand that the REA be extended to 
every farm in this Nation where it is at 
all practicable. This cannot be done by 
cutting the REA appropriations. 

The REA has a backlog of applications 
now totaling $240,000,000. The REA 
estimates this figure will be $270,00(h000 
by'July 1 against which it will have only 
$10,000,000 in unallotted funds. In other 
words, it would take $260,000,000 to break 
even on July 1-without any money to 
cover new applications through 1948. 

The truth is that in place of cutting 
REA loans $25,000,000, the budget esti.:. 
mate, the committee, realizing the great 
benefit of REA, should have increased it. 
If the REA was to accept all of the appli
cations, and extend the benefits of the 
REA to all the applicants, it would take 
$361,000,000 by June 30, 1948. I feel that 
at least the $25,000,000 should be rein-
stated. -

I also feel that the 28%-percent cut in 
administration funds will mean 25-per
cent fewer farm people who will receive 
electricity in 1948 than if the cuts were 
not made. I feel that at least part of 
these administration funds should be re
stored. A 28%-percent cut is too severe. 
- The committee argues that the REA 
co-ops, when once set_ up, are cap~ble o~ 

·running their own business witheut F d
eral supervision. In this way they feel 
that the expense can be cut. I do believe 
in local self-government but the commit
tee forgets that the REA is still a very 
young institution, and that its activities 
are still ·expanding. This is especially 
true in North Dakota and other States 
like North Dakota. I shall, therefore, 
vote to restore the budget estimate in the 
appropriation when that amendment is 
offered. 
. Next we come to soil conservation. 
Here again we have not only a wealth
producing project, bu_t a wealth-saving 
project; a project that prevents deple
tion of our soil; a project that prevents 
erosion, and the dust bowls. Here again 
the committee argues that the· program 
is completed. Yet the program has but 
started. Surely to severely cut the esti
mates in this appropriation is a mistake. 

This is especially true when we con
sider the foreign commitments, the com
mitments such as the $3,750,000,000 gift 
to Great Britain, the $750,000,000 gifts 
made recently and the- $27,000,000;000 
that we have at present committed our
_selves to, but that I am satisfied anotaer 
administration and another Congress 
will repudiate. . 
. However, be that as it may, if we are 
to continu~ to fulfill these commitments 
in any degree at all, we will have to 
conserve our soil. We w111 have to pre
vent soil depletion, erosion, and dust . 
bowls. I shall, therefore, . vote for and 
support the restoration of the budget 
estimates for soil conservation. 

I am proud that I voted against the 
gag rule that . was adopted yesterday. 
That gag rule permits the Appropriations 
Committee to write the Nation's laws. 
It virtually sets· it up not only as ari 
appropriation committee, but as a legis
lative committee. I feel that that gag 
rule, the-same as gag rules under previ
ous Congresses, is an insult to the Mem
bers of Congress. 
. I realize that first we gag ourselves, 
and then say we cannot do anything be
cause we were gagged. I am sorry that 
so many of my friends yesterday voted 
for the gag rule. Party regularity must 
cease when the Nation's welfare is at 
stake, when the problems of agriculture 
are at stake. These are not party issues; 
they are American issues. 

Under the gag rule which we 
adopted yesterday, Members are pro
hibited from raising points of order. 
l'bis rule was expressly adopted-delib- · 
erately adopted-to permit the Appro
priations Committee to change laws a.s 
well as to make appropriations. 

Under the 1935- law there was a 
permanent appropriation for agriculture 
of a sum equal to 30 percent of custom
duty receipts. This amounted to about 
$148,000,000 each year. Under the law 
this was used by the Department of 
Agriculture to steady the market of sur
plus commodities. 

A point of order could have been made 
against this on the grounds that it is 
legislation in an appropriation bill, but 
the gag rule prohibits this. It waives all 
points of order. I shall assist ana do all 
I can to ·have that legislat-ive provision 
~trick en f~·om t~e _bill. · 

.·The · CHAIRMAN.- , The. GQair -recog
nizes the-gentleman from-West Virginia 
[Mr. ROHRBOUGH]. · . 

Mr. ROHRBOUGH. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of the substitute amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Missouri. I do · that because I am in
terested in young peop1e. We have been 
having reports -that there is a wave of 
juvenile .delinquency. It is mighty hard 

·for young people to be good when they 
are hungry. I do not know whether or 
not as we grow older we forget how much 
it means to youngsters, to small boys and 
small girls, to have enough to eat. 
~ We . are commanded to hunger and 
thirst after righteousness, but I tell you 
that the people who are hungry physi-. . 
cally cannot hunger and thirst after 
righteousness. They cannot be good. S9y 
I support the amendment to prevent maF· 
nutrition and to promote better citizen: 
ship. 

Mr. POTTS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
listened with a great deal of interest to 
the arguments for and against the pro
yision in the Agriculture appropriation 
pill with. r.espect . to school lunches. . 

The people of my. district have .been 
writing to -me on this subject and .there 
is no doubt that ' they want adequate 
provision made .for continuation of the 
program. _ · 
. . Accordingly, in- compliance with the 
will of the people of my district, as ex- .. 
pressed to me, I intend to vote .aga;irrst 
those amendments which will reauce the 
appropriation of $45,000,000 as contained 
in the bill for school lunches and I in~ 
tend to vote for the amendment whi.cl:i 
will increase the appropriation to $75,-
000,000. . -

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Chairman, 1lle school-lunch program is 
primarily a measure of . agricultural 
stabilization. It is only incidentally a 
child-feeding program. , The sum that 
will tend best to stabilize the agricul
tural -program of our country is the sum 
we should support. In my opinion that · 
sum is seventy-five million. 

While some States may be prepared to 
take over the child-feeding portion of 
the program, other States are not. 

My district is primarily an industrial 
district. But I recognize the complete in
terdependence of industrial and agricul
tural communities. A crippling blow to 
the stability of agriculture is a crippling 
blow to American industry and vice versa. 

It is poor economy to cut the school
lunch figure when that cut is a blow to 
agricultural stability. 
· Furthermore, how can we justify 
crippling the child-feeding feature of 
the program? Which schools do we wish 
to strike out? On what particular chil
dren do you wish the ax to fall? 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mt. 
Chairman, I am opposed to a number 
of provisions in H. R. 3601 and hope that 
they will be corrected by proper amend
ment. The over-an cut of 32 percent in 
the appropriation for the Agriculture 
Department, as set forth in H. ,R. 3601, 
is entirely too severe and deprives the 
Agriculture Department and the farmers 
.of many needed ser-vices to which the 
farmers· are entitled' and which· are nec
essary -to . preserve ~tll,eir present .~ros-
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perous ~Coii~y~ + n1"ese~~uU· liffect not 
only the farinPpragfam~· but··the ~iving· 
conditions and __ welfare of tlie farm pop-
ulation thrauiilout the·-Nation. - ~ 

I am especlally:opposeci to' the provi
sion which r'edUces- the allowance for the 
scbool-lunch 'program from $75,000,000 
to $45,000,ooji. Tlle -program was elimi
nated by the · HoUse deficiency bill for 
1947, but was ' reinstated by amendment 
over the objection of the Republican 
leadership. Now after this was done, 
this bill reduces this much-needed ap
propriation from $75,000,000 to $45,000,-
000 for 1948. In my opinion, this re
duction is absolutely unjustified and is 
-a step backward in the farm life of our 
Nation. It comes at the very time when 
this much-needed program was expected to -be a permanent set-up and a great 
·advantage in promoting not only the 
education, but the health of the children 
of our Nation. It is a disappointment 
to everyone concerned in this splendid 
program because it was expected that 
the pro~am would be expanded rather 
than abandoned. 

We have not time to enumerate the 
many advantages of the school-lunch
room program or the benefit that the 
children of the N'ation derive from the 
program. These; ·are demonstr-ated by 
the expansion .and growing popula-rity 
of the ~r~¥!am;- ~:· ·~; · . 

The declaration ·of the ·policy con
tained in the act 'of -the ·-seventy-riirlth 
Congress is as follows: · "It is 'hereby de
clared to be the policy of the Congress 
aS' a measure of natiopal security tcfsafe• 
guard the heii!tl:!•and well-being-of the 
Nation's children-arid to-encourage dQ• 
mestic consumption of nutritiqus agri
cultural products and Qther food, by as
sisting the States thr~ugh gr&nts a_nd aid 
and other -means in providing an · ade
quate supply of food and other facilities 
for the establishment, maintenance and 
operation and expansion of nonprofit 
school-lunch programs." In initiating, 
supporting, and maintaining the national 
school-lunchroom program, the Gov
ernment of the United States has ren
dered invaluable aid to the cause of pub
lic education and · to public health in all 
of the States of the ·union and it seems 
a tragedy to cut it out when it probably 
is just entering upon a period of its 
greatest use to public education. 

The very able and progressive super
intendent of public instruction in North 
Carolina, Dr. Clyde Erwin, has urged me 
and the other members of the North Car
olina delegation in Congress to support 
the program and to urgently request the 
Appropriations Committee of the House 
not to desert this important needed leg
islation which contributes immeasurably 
to the health and education of the chil
dren of the United states. I am in
formed that the education leaders of 
many of the States of the Union have 
written similar letters to their Congress
men urging that this program be sup
ported to the limit. 

I hope the Cannon amendment will be 
adopted. 

l'J.Ir. Chairman, I would like to submit 
a letter received ~rom._ Mr. W. p. Reyn
olds, countsr .a~~t , 9~ . _Mecklenburg 
County, Charlottl:!, N: ·e:,-·~giving a very 
intelligent picture of conditions of agri-

cultural Iffe and future prospects -of ag
riculture in the United States provided 
that the agriculture program is not cut· 
in such a severe way as to handicap, if 
not destroy, the farm program which has
proven so successful and has made the 
farmers prosperous for the first time in 
the history of our Nation: 

OFFICE OF CoUNTY FARM AGENT, 
Mecklenburg County, Charlotte, N. C. 

Hon. HAMILTON C. JONES, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D. C. 
·DEAR CoNGRESSMAN JoNES: I understand 

there 1s a bill being considered by the Agri
cultural Committee of the United States Con
gress to reduce the appropriations for agri
culture. First, let me suggest to you that 
in my humble opinion farm people of Ameri
ca have made more progress during the last 
15 years than any time in history, and I sin
cerely believe that one of the big factors 
causing this splendid progress has been the 
far-sighted leaders in our Federal Govern
ment, the Congressmen, Senators, and others. 
To me, it would be no less than a tragedy now 
to hamper this progressive segment of so
ciety by reducing the appropriations of the 
Federal Government to such a point that our 
agricultural agencies would not be able to 
render to the farm people the same good 
services they have becom~ accustomed to dur· 
ing the past few years. Let me hasten to 
assure you that it is my humb~e optnlori 
that the farmers have never had more than 
their-.share ot the appropriations · made by 
-our good Congress, and I further believe that 
the money · appropriated has -been spent 
wisely. . . 

As I traye_~ ,ever the county and State and 
talk to farm people, I . am almost dally re
minded that this farm or that farm was an 
old run-:.down; washed-away farm ·15 or 20 
years ago.-- - But today we find the soil being 
reclaimed .and rebuilt through the help of 
the agrlcultural agencies; I .am particularly 
thinkil;lg of the terracing program and soij 
building, the farmers being encouraged to 
plant cover crops, pastures and forest trees 
on certain spots or fields, and then too, the 
material such as lime, acid and potash that 
the farmers have been educated to use. 
Through the help of the Agricultural De
partment they have been encouraged to use 
these better practices in a number of cases 
by certain allowances made to them by our 
good Government. 

It is an uph111 road when we go out and 
talk to farmers about the needs of their soil 
and they explain to us in all too many cases 
that they do not have the wherewith to 
finance the project, but when the Govern
ment lends encouragement by supplying 
certain materials, the road 18 made easier 
and progress 1s much faster. 

Now, we have heard some discussion about 
the overlappiilg of certain agencies, but in 
my humble opinion that 1s merely a mole hill 
and it has been developed into a mountain 
by people who do not know how the different 
agencies plan and work together. Certainly, 
that is true of our county and there is no 
reason why that could not be true in every 
county in the United States. The county 
agent's program 1s purely an educational pro
gram. while the Triple A for instance co
operates by furnlshi_ng some of these ma
terials that we have spoken of, which cer
tainly helps to make for a better rural condi
tion. Let me assure you that the farm peo
ple are asking no special favors, but they do 
feel that they are entitled to their fair share 
of Federal help, and it is useless for me to 
tell you that unless we continue to encourage 
the farm people to use better practices 1n 
preserving their soU when cultivating their 
crops and in tact 1n using better agrtculturt\1 
practices 1n bo~ field crops and livestock, 
America stands to lose much. In fact, the 

. whole world will be affected. We must give 
to the farm boy the same opportunity that 

business and other professions offer. 
- Y~lUr continued interest in our farm _peo-. 

pie will not be forgotten by those wh_o till 
the soiL 

Yours truly, 
W. D. REYNOLDS, 

County Farm Agent. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Dlinois [1)4r. 
DIRKSEN]. . -

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. Chairman; let us 
get the parliamentary situation ironed 
out. The bill as reported by the sub
committee contains $45,000,000 for 
school lunches with the proviso that the 
money paid by children for lunches shall 
not be considered for matching purposes. 

The gentleman from California [Mr. 
PHILLIPS] offers an amendment to re
duce the amount to $25,000,000. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BucK] offers a substitute amendment to 
reduce the amount to $11,4"10.000. 

When it is in order, the g--entleman 
from Missouri will offer to make it $75,-
000,000, which was· the budget request. 

Let us see where we are on this thing 
and notwithstanding, I hope you will 
pardon me when I say it, but it is the 
only adjective I can think of, some of the 
mawkish sentiment that has · been ·ex
pressed here, as a matter of fact, if we 
did not offer anything in this bill; there 
woUld still be $160,000,000 for school 
lunches. Secondly, let us make it clear 
that this is not a free lunch. When the 
deficiency appropriation bil~ was here for 
$6,000,000 recently, the welkin resounded · 
in the well' of this House 'with talk of 
free lunch. Let us see what Dr. Ockley 
said. Here is his testimony: "One out 
of every nine children· gets a free lunch ... 

I asked him that, and he said, "Yes, 
sir." ·He said, "One in nine is free, and 
eight out of nine pay the full amount. 
The ninth child gets a ticket.'' 

Now, then, they can go right on with 
their school-lunch program; even if the 
Federal Government did not contribute 
a nickel to this. 

You talk about potatoes and about sur
plus. This is a cash program. When 
this money is made available the Depart
ment sets it up on a quarterly basis and 
the cash is allocated to the various 
States. Do they have to buy surplus 
potatoes with it? No. They -do not. Do 
they have to buy any food that is in 
abundance? Read the testimony. The 
Department says they do not have to buy 
any surplus supplies. We have no con
trol over them. It is a nutrition program, 
on a cash subsidy basis. That accounts 
for the fact that we cannot order them 
around and tell them what to do on this 
thing, without writing a lot of provisions 
and provisos in here that are impossible. 
Now, that is the whole story. 

The logical amendment is the one 
offered by the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. BucxJ, because if you are going to 
match direct appropriations by States 
and counties, it is $11,400,000. So he 
proposes to match it. That is the law. 
If ·you want · to include nonfood assist
ance, then you take the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Califor
nia, because that would be a little more 
than direct matching, plus the $10,000,-
000 for nonfood assistance. 'Now, why 
$45,000,000 in the· b1ll? First, we match 
the direct appropriations. Secondly, we 
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include the nonfood assistance, and that 
is $10,000,000. Then we give credit to 
all donations and contributions by 
churches, by luncheon clubs, whether 
they are offered in- kind or cash or in 
materials or what. So I thought we were 
extremely generous in the subcommit· 
tee in making it $45,000,000. However, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
BucK] has offered the logical amendment; 
and the gentleman from California [Mr. 
PHILLIPs], who has given special study 
to it and who is a member of the subcem· 
mittee, has included, no doubt, the non-

. food assistance, and reduced it from $45,-
000,000 to $25·,000,000. 
· So that is the story. Then, the gen· 
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CA-N.NON] will 
come along and ask you to approve$75,· 
000,000. . . 
· Let me conclude by saying that only 
25 percent of the Nation's schools ate 
being fed through this program today. 
If you want to carry it out logically, 
make up your mind, · according to the 
testimony before the committee, that 
this will cost the Federal Government 
·somewhere between $350,000,000 and 
'$600,000,000 a ·year~ · There is going to 
·be an end to it, but the· children will be 
led just the same. · 
: One other thing. Out in Chevy Chase 
'they have ·a school and ·they serve hot 
lunches; Mr. HORAN's wife goes -there 
three times a week to that school to help 
serve. They. pay 25 cents for the lunch. 
·They get no Federal help. ·They· have 
$600 in the· school treasury. : They ca~ 
buy playground equipment if they want 
to. How_ever, if you go i.rito the Federal 
:program, all the mori'ey must go into the 
program and ther~ \\Till be no opportunity 
to use·it for playground ~quipmemt. · Th~ 
·children will still be fed. 
· -The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from ·Illinois [Mr; DIRKSEN] 
·has expired: · · 

All time'for debate has expired. 
~ The question· comes· first on the sub~ 
stitute offered by the gentleman from 
'New York [Mr. BuCKL ·: 
- The s·ubstitute was rejected. 

~r. CANNON . . Mr. Chairman, I offer 
·a substitute, which I send to the desk. 
· The Clerk read as follows: 

Substitute amendment offered ·by Mr. 
CANNON to the amendment offered by ·Mr. 
PHILLIPS of California: · 

· On page 52, line 23, strike out "$45,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$75,000,000." 

· On page 52, line 23, strike out the colon, 
insert a period, and strike out the remainder 
of the paragraph through line 25. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question comes 
on the substitute· amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Missouri lMr. 
CANNON]. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, on that 
I ask for tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and the Chair· 
man appointed . Mr. DIRKSEN and Mr. 
CANNON to act as tellers. 

The Committee divided; and 'the tell
ers reported that there were.:.-ayes 139, 
oo~l~ · 

So the substitute amendment was re-
jected. · · · · 

The CHAIRMAN. The question 
recurs to 'the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
PHILLIPS]. 

. -Mr.·RANKIN. -Mr~ Chair:glan, may·we 
have that amendment reread? -

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the Clerk will read the Phillips amend
ment. 
· There was no objection. 

The Clerk reread the Phillips amend-
ment. . 

The CHAIRMAN. The question now 
recurs on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
.PHILLIPS] . 

The question was taken; and on a 
division (demanded by Mr. PHILLIPS of 
California) there were-ayes 85; noes 153. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
For expenses necessary to enable the Secre

tary to administer the provisions of the 
Agricultural Marl~eting Agreement Act of 
1937 (7 U. S. C. 608c-608d), including per
sonal services in the · District of Columbia, 
$525,300. . . 

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent . to extend ~Y- re· 
marks after the reading of line 10, page 
52 of the bill. . 
. The eHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 
. There was no objection. 

Mr. PHILLIPS of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 
, The Clerk read as ' fol!ows: 
. _Amendment offer~d , by M~. PHILLIPS of 
California: On page ' 53, line ' 6, strike . out 
1'525,300" and insert "$725,300." ' 

. Mr. PHILLIPS of Califorilla. Mr. 
:chairman, may I have the attention, 
.please, of. the gentleman from Illinois 
,[Mr, DIRKSEN],'.ai:ld the gentlel]lan ·fvom 
.Mfssourf [Mr . . CANNON], and, Pr~sumably 
.those other members of the subcommit• 
tee \\Tho might be on the conference com:. 
mittee between this House and the other 
:body. . r ' 

.. I am introducing this amendment so 
_that it will be in the RECORD, and the 
·discussion will appear in the RECORD at 
this point. This item, on page 53, ap~ 
·pearing as $525,300, is the amount of 
money appropriated by the. subcommittee 
for the administration of .the marketing 
.acts. Heretofore this money has been 
taken from the administrative percent
age of. the section 32 funds. When rep· 
resentatives of the Department of Agri· 
culture came to the subcommittee this 
year and asked for an appropriation, they 
set no amount, expecting that it would 

. be taken from section 32 funds. The 
subcommittee appropriated exactly the 
same amount that was used in fiscal 
year 1947, thinking we were appropriat· 
ing all that the Department wanted. 

· It is my belief that a part of the sec· 
tion 32 funds will be released. Imme. 
. diately the administrative. percentage 
. will apply,' and those funds may then be 
·used for the item which now appears 
on page 53. I am therefore putting in 
a figure of $725,300, which I believe 
will be the amount needed. I am sug· 
gesting that when it goes to the other 

·body, the committee there will probably 
. remove this item entirely from this PO· 
sition in the bill and will apply it against 

·the administrative percentage of section 
32 funds. · 

I -ask· unanimgus consent. ·Mr. Chair·. 
man, · that the · amendment may be 
printed in the RECORD, and that I may 
now withdraw the amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
the amendment is withdrawn. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Market news service: For collecting, pub

lishing, and distributing, by telegraph, mail, 
or otherwise, timely information on the 
market supply and demand, commercial 
movement, location, disposition, quality, 
condition, and market prices of livestock, 
meats, fish, and animal products, dairy and 
poultry products, fruits and vegetables, pea
nuts and their products, grain, hay, feeds, 
cottonseed, and seeds, and other agricultural 
products, $1,520,000.-

Mr. DIRKSEN. _ Mr. Chairman, I offer 
a committee amendment. 

The Clerk read .as follows: 
Committee amendment offered by Mr. 

DmKSEN: Page 53, line 19, strike out 
"$1,520,000" and insert "$1,527,500." 

. Mr. DIRKSEN. ·Mr. Chairman, the 
amount involved is $7,500 for a market· 
ing news reporter for dairy products in 
the Cleveland area. It is a committee 
amendment. 

Mr. CANNON.- . Mr. Chairman; will 
the gentleman yield? · · 
· Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri. -

Mr. GANNON. -Has it been approved 
by the Bureau .of--the Budget? · 
~ Mr. DIRKSEN. · No; unfortunately it 
has not. I had hot hoped· ·it v:ould be 
necessary to take the time of the· Com
mittee. to discuss it, but I shall do so. A 
veri gracious and· charming Member of 
this great deliberative assembly, · the 
gentlewoman from · the State 'of Ohio 
[Mrs. BoLTON] spoke to me about this 
little matter quite some time before the 
committee concluded its reports. They 
have a marketing news reporter for 
dairy products at a number of plEices, in:. 
·eluding Atlanta, Detroit, st: Louis, and 
elsewhere,- ahd it was felt -there was a 

. great need for the installation of two 
people in existing office facilities at a co.st 
.of $7,500 for this · service. I think it is 
richly deserved, so I promised the lady 
that I would bdng it to the attention 
of the committee. It has had the ap
proval of the subcommittee, and I hope 
the House will do this good turn for a very 
charming and very competent Member 
of this body. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. I real
ize it· is a lack of gallant-ry, Mr. Chair:. 
man, to oppose any proposition from the 
Member's district; and I fully concur 
with what the gentleman from Dlinois 
has said about her charming personality. 
I am very anxious to go along, but this 
bill is part of a project to cut the Presi
dent's budget $6,000,000,000, and now in
stead of cutting the budget we are even 
going above the budget. 

Mr. -DIRKSEN. I might say to my 
very geni_al friend from Missouri that we 
could set up 1,000 offices or an equivalent 
amount for the amendment he oi!ered a 
few months ago . 

Mr: CANNON. Yes, but we could feed 
7,000:000 ·children and perhaps that is a 

· little more 'impo:rtant than a marketing 
service. The Department has not recom-
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meJ:ided!tbaexl!)'enditure,'at•least we·have · In doing that action, WhiCh Was After · DNANT P'ORCHASE PUNDS ARE BEING BEPAm; 

the CO"""'"""''ttee had COnClUded itS CO_D- · LOANS NECESSARY TO CONTINUE IMPORTANT -had Iio o1ficlal ..,.notice o.f it •. the Budget U.UA.U ETEEANS 
Bureau does not. approve of it, so, Mr. sideration of the matter, they said to the SERvicE Foa FARM v 

1 tl Amerl·can veterans, 49,000 of them who Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to Chairman,'·! am .constrained re uctan y 
made appll·cati·on for the purchase of strike out the last word. to oppose: the amendment. · b d 

The CHAIRMAN . . The question is on land under the farm-tenant-purchase Mr. Chairman, if the Mem ers un er-
the amendment.offered by the gentleman program, "You will be cut off and denied stood this amendment and the cqnditions 
from Illinois .[Mr. -DIRKSENJ. the privileges that have been given to that pertain to the farm-tenancy pro-

The amendment was agreed to. other citizens during the time that you gram, I believe this amendment would be 
. The. Clerk read as follows: were 1n the service." agreed to. 

· I know the distinguished gentleman FOr example, there are 72,000 acres ~oans: For loans under title II, $~,ooo,ooo. from Illinois, as stnooth and suave as he that belong to the United States Govem-
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer is, is going to say that land prices are ment being liquidated under the Tarver 

an amendment. high and it will add to inflation. That amendment. None of that land can be 
The Clerk read as follows: 1s not what they said to those boys when sold unless there is a provision by which 
Amendment . offered by Mr. WHITTEN: On they were out on the battlefronts fight- the purchasers, who must be veterans, 

_page .. 58, strJke out all of line 12 and inSert in ing for their COWltry. can make loans. Unless provision is 
lieu thereof the following: "Loans: Title I I say to yoti: under Judge Tarver's .made for the extension of loans under the 
and section 43, $25,000,000; title II, $60,000,- chairmanship they carried a provision Bankhead-Janes Act, that land cannot 

. -ooo; in au tor ·loans; $85,000,000." which protected any purchaser in that be sold-72,000 acres of it. 
Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the Farm Security could not approve the The gentleman's amendment provides 

the gentleman yield? purchase of a single piece of land unless for $25,000,000. The Administrator tells 
Mr. WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle- it was at a reasonable price. Thus, this me that 60 percent of all of current loans 

man from Illinois. group on the Republican side who earlier are going to veterans of the Second 
Mr. DIRKSEN. · Mr. Chairman, I ask subscribed to this program only had to World War. That means that $15,000,

unanimous consent that all debate on write such protective language into this ooo would be virtually earmarked for 
this paragraph and all amendments bill. them. 
thereto .close in 25 minutes, the last 15 I would like to call attention to the fact Mr. MAHON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
minutes to be reserved to the committee. further that by striking out that pro- gentleman yield? 

· :Mr. WHITTEN. I will reserve the . vision ·for future loans they are striking Mr. HAYS. I yield. 
rigl:lt to oJ:>]eet '!-U).less tb,.e next to tpe last out the .35,000 applications by the vet- Mr. MAHON. I think.the gentleman's 
5 minutes is reserved. for that sicle of the erans which are in process.: of being ap- · position is further enforced by the fact 
commJ,ttee.' "·.;:: · :;.· ·: . · · . ~ proved. :. ·W.hen you go back to your re- · that the memoers of the committee ·and 

Mr. DffiKSEN. QJ>viomly the chair- spectjve districts, I am sure you will have r the chairman of the subcommittee the 
man of -the cpm_mitt~e cannot agree to an answer for this. : gentleman .from D]Jnois [Mr. DIRKSEN] 
that. Afte1:_ aiJ, =tQ!s· is an ame1_1dment , Bu~ as fwas sayj.ng a while ago, when ; have confidence·: in Mr. Lasseter, ·· who 
that departs from· the eommittee action. _., you . w~~e ~pting on the AAA amend- is.head of the Anministration,-'and we can 

· . Mr. WHITTEN. I mean of tqe lastr 10 ment I had. a friend 'from my S.tate who . be sure that if he cannot loan this money 
minutes~ 5~-ai~ ~to : be ~z:eserved for the was defeat~ for reelection to Congress : advantageously, -it· will remaiil ._in the 

-gentlema.n ~rom ¥~ssouri ~!\{r: ~AN~ON]. · ·some years.ag~. He told me later, ·~very- United states Treasury. · - · 
, ~r. D~EN.-:·. 1-hay~ po ob;ect1on to ' .··thin;g that the people "?ere ·sore at me . - Mr. HAYS . . Exactly. Mr. DIRKSEN's 

that. -.. . ~ . ; · . , ~bopt I .ha~: perfect qefense for, but th~ :· :_.~olnments evidenced tha~ in the RECORD-
Mr. Chairman, I move that all debate . trqu'P,le was.Jhey would not listen !X> me. ' ··his praise of Mr. ~a.sseter's forthright 

on this paragraph and all amendments Gentle.men, you may have a techmcal ex- handling of thls program. · 
thereto close. in 25 minutes. cuse', such as the demands of your party Now here ·is an opportunity for us, 

Mr. McCORMACK. May I suggest to leaders to cut out this program of farm- · withou't breaching the economy policy, 
the gentleman that that motion is sub- tenant purchase. You may have a ~all to provide for several hundred or per

. ject to a point of order since there has on you to cut out AAA payments wh,ich haps severai thousand veterans who want 
been no debate on the a_mendment. you guaranteed last year by your action, land. The gentleman from Mississippi 

Mr. DIRKSENA Very .well. . Since no but I am saying to you that when you - [Mr. WmTTEN] told us that 49,000 of 
debate has ensued, I withdraw.my motion break faith with your people ·back home them have applications on file. This is 
for the moment. , in your districts you had better send for not a breach of the economy policy. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman the gentleman from New York [Mr. TA- This money is being paid back. The 
can submit a unanimous consent request. BER] and the gentl~man from Indiana Government has loaned $2~2,000,000 un-

Mr. DffiKSEN. I do not want to en- [Mr. HALLECK] and some of your.Repub- der the Bankhead-Janes Act, and only 
. cumber ·the .gentleman from Mississippi lican leaders ~a;use you are likely to $50,000 of that is considered lost. 

further. need them. ~am JUSt afraid your people Moreover, we are not adding to the in-
Mr. WHITI'EN. Mr. Chairman, this back home wo~ld not listen to them at :flationary in:tluence. Let me make that 

· -provision of the bill does not represent that. . clear. There is a reason for asserting 
the considered action of the Republican Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move that. The reason is that under the pro
majority members of the committee. that all debate on this paragraph and all visions of the law we passed last year it 
This committee met for eight long weeks, amendments thereto close in 20 minutes, is sold to veterans, not at its present 
and at the conclusion of the hearings, the last 5 minutes to be reserved for .the market value, which is an in:tlated value, 
after hearing innumerable witnesses, the committee. but at its earning capacity value. 
bill was marked up. After 8 weeks of Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, a point Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, will 
tedious testimony, in many cases, the of order. · . . the gentleman yield? . 
committee met and marked up the bill. The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will Mr. HAYS. I yield. 
The Republican majority members of the state it. Mr. MURDOCK. Do I understand if 
committee subscribed to the amendment Mr . . CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I do we do not approve this amendment that _ 
which is on the Clerk's desk. Ten days - not want to interrupt the gentleman from the bill which the gentleman introduced 
after that happened and 10 days after IIIinois, but under the rules of the House and which the Congress passed last year 
the clerks had filed the reports and the on a motion to limit debate may not in- will be ineffective? 

· hearings had been printed, the Repub- elude assignment of the time. . Mr. HAYS. It would be of no effect 
lican steering . committee met on Man- Mr. DIRKSEN~ Mr. Chairman, I whatever as to these remaining farms 
day a week ago. The next. day the com- d ld t b 
mittee . was called back, and then the withdraw my .previous motion and how because the. loan proce ure cou no e 
majority members of tlle committee re- . -move that ail debate on .. this ' paragraph used. We lold. the veterans at that time 
opened this case and struck out the $25,- - and all-amendments thereto close in 20 that we were going to .take the rehabili-
ooo.ooo -for tpedarm-tenant~pur.chase - minutes. . . . . . ~- tation project -land. and .. earmark. it for 
loan. _ . J . ·:;. ,· .:... -~ . '_I'he motion was-agreed to. " ·_them. In ad<;lition y;e have 3,000,000 acres 

;., .:~ ., . ;: 
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of land that the War Assets Administra
tion will certify as surplus property for 
sale, some of which will be available for 
purchase by farm veterans. The Farm 
Credit Administration has 300,000 acres 
by transfer from War Assets that will be 
for sale. We should sell it at its earning 
capacity value· and in family-size units to 
veterans of the Second World War. 

Altogether we have loaned to 44,000 
farmers money with which to acquire 
title to land 1mder the Bankhead-Jones 
Act, and 7,000 of them have already 
paid out in full, although, as I pointed 
out yesterday, they are 40-year loans. 
This is not an appropriation of $25,000,-
000. It is the earmarking of a loan 
fund, practically every dollar of which 
will be paid back. 

Mr. HAND. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HAYS. I yield. 
Mr. HAND. I think the gentleman 

has probably answered my question, but 
is not this program working out advan-
tageou.c::ly in dollars and cents?_ . 

Mr. HAYS. Exactly. · Thousands are 
repaying the debt in advance of the due 
date. Now, I do not want to hit below 
the belt. I know none of the Members 
of this House want to ·be ·unfair to the 
veterans. I have not indicated that any 
of you are unfair, but as a business prop
osition, to help some of the 650,000 who 
once said on an Army questionnaire that 
they wanted to go back to the hind, we 
ought to . continue this service. This is 
not an eiriotional appeal. It is good 
busin.ess. The Bankhead-Jones program 
is· w·orking out. · · 

Let us take the $25,000,000 and, as con
templated by FHA, devote $15,ooo:ooo of 
it to veterans of World Wai II who are 
filing these applications by the thou
sands. Let us put the emphasis on this 
farm program rather than on the regu
lar veteran farm loans under the GI bill 
of rights, where we are really adding -to ~ 
the inflationary pressures. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Arkansas has expired. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, as in
dicated by the gentleman from Arkan
sas, this is not a gift. It is a loan 
and a sound investment of -Government 
funds. There is not a single good rea
son why we should deny this Govern
ment aid to the underprivileged farmers 
of America, and especially to our vet
erans who cannot obtain the necessary 
assistance from other sources. 

I know that my very persuasive and 
artful friend from Illinois wm try to 
hang this thing around the President's 
neck. He will blame President Truman 
for the destruction of the tenant-pur
chase program, merely because President 
Truman indicated to the Secretary of 
Agriculture the desirability of a confer
ence looking toward the prevention of 
in:fiation of farm-land values. After 
the President wrote to the Secretary of 
Agriculture, the letter to which I have 
heretofore called your attention, the gen
tleman from Illinois held another star
chamber session and without hearings 
of any kind, but under the lash of his 
party leadership, struck this $25,000,000 
from the bill and abruptly ended · the 
tenant-purchase -program. I inv·ite the 
gentleman's attention again to the letter 

from Secretary Anderson, which I read 
this morning, in which he stated defi
nitely that he had conferred with the 
President and that the President assured 
him definitely that he did not intend 
for his letter to have such disastrous and 
devastating effect upon this very worth
while program. When I knew that the 
gentleman from Illinois would attempt 
to hold the President responsible for the. 
action taken by his committee, I com
municated with the Secretary of Agri
culture and also with the White House, 
in an effort to ascertain the President's 
views with reference to the tenant-pur
chase program. I realized, of course, 
that the President was at the bedside 
of his mother, but appreciating .the im
portance of the matter and believing that 
I knew the President's views, I insisted 
that he be advised as to the interpreta
tion being placed upon his communica
tion · to the Secretary of Agriculture. 
The President, within the last 48 hours, 
was advised of the interpretation being 
placed upon his communication, and the 
letter from Secretary Anderson, which 
I read this morning, explains the Presi
dent's position. · 

loans to ·finance .the ·purchase of fam'ily
size farms. Certainly · bo.th parties 
should take pride _in t_he. record which 
has been established since Congress au
thorized the creation of the Farmers 
Home Administration. 

I stated earlier in the day that vet
erans' organizations were in favor of the 
tenant-purchase program. At the Forty
seventh Encampment of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars, which was held Septem
ber 4, 1946, the following resolution was 
adopted: 

Be it resolved by the Forty-seventh An
nual Encampment of the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars of the United States, That the national 
legislative committee be authorized to take 
such action as it. deems appropriate to in
sure that adequate Federal appropriations 
are available to provide the .credit, guidance, 
and other services required by farm vet
erans; and be it further 

Resolved, That the national legislative 
-committee also inquire into the adequacy of 
the legislation affecting veterans as family-

. type .. farmers·, and to the extent thrt it fails 
to meet the needs of farm veterans so advise 

·the Congress and the various agencies and 
departments of the Government that are in• 
volved, and support specific legislation affect
ing the welfare of veterans as family-type 
farmers as may come before the Congress 

· !rom time to ·time. 
I know that this program cannot pos

sibly be continued without the support 
of at least some ·of the Republicans in 
this House. May I remind you of the On February 16, 1947,_ -the following 
fact that the Farmers Home Administra- resolution was adopted by AMVETS na-
tion b111 was written by both Republicans tiona! ex~cutive ~ommittee: · 
and Democrats. My recollection is that , Whereas a. definite ' service can be ren-

. it passed the House unanimously only dered by assisting · veterans of World War n 
a short year ago. It was recognized then who desire to ·become farmers and there 1s 

need for representation by AMVETS in the 
as a sound program. Since its approval making of pollcies a1fectirig ~riculture: Now 
it has been managed properly by a man therefore be it · 

· who has made an excellent . record. I Resolved, That a national agriculture com-
beg you Republicans to reconsider the mittee of American Ve.terans of World War 
action of your committee. .Why should II be created to further the interests of vet-
we single out veterans from the rural erans who are engaged in agriculture, such 
sections of America and attempt to econ- as: 

. omize by depriving them of the bene- 1. Assistance to veterans in their e1forta 
fits of legislation which we so recently to purchase and to become established on 

farms. 
enacted in their· behalf. You say you 2. Further extension of rurar electrifies-
are trying to protect veterans from the tion power lines. 
evils of in:fiation. If you are so · inter- s. Improved farm-to-market roads. 
ested in veterans, why not protect all 4. Better rural health facilities. 
of them from the evils of inflation? Why 5. Improved rural educational facilities; 
not accord the same treatment to the and be it further 
veterans who live in the city? All of Resolved, That this committee consist of 
this talk about in:fiation is nothing but seven members to represent the various 
a lot of ballyhoo and nonsense and a phases of agriculture throughout the Na
desperate effort on your part to cover up tion and to be selected on the basis of train-
the real purposes you have in mind. ing and experience in agricultural problems. 
Loans which have recently been made This committee shall be composed of a chair-

man and a member from each of the six 
by the Farmers Home Administration AMVETS districts, the district members of 
have averaged slightly more than loans the committee to be selected by the respec-
made in the previous year. The Secre- iive district vice commanders and the chair-
tary's letter to me indicates an increase ·man to be appointed by the national com-
of only $3 a farm. Suppose the average mander and to serve during the adminis-
loan has been somewhat higher than in tration of the national commander. 
the previous year, that does not neces- Moved by William Kipp, of Dlinois. Sec-
sarily mean in:fiation, because there has onded by Joseph Crespi, of Georgia. Adopted 

- by unanimous vote of national executive 
been a general rise in prices of every- committee. 
thing. All of this talk about inflation is 
just an afterthought. · If we have in:fia
tion now, certainly we had it 30 days ago, 
and at the time when this very able and 
distinguished subcommittee first re
ported this measure. 

I take great pride in the successful 
operation of this agency. During the 
last 12 months the agency has been care
ful and cautious in making loans. I have 
not heard of a single unusuaijy large 
loan being made anywhere in . the coun
try. All o-f t:pe- loans have been small 

The agricultural policy of the Ameri
can Legion as expressed May 16, 1946, is 
in the following language: 

Veterans are coming back to farming at a. 
time when good farms and farming equip
ment are both hard to find and expensive to 
buy. During the years they were in the 
service, they missed their chance to benefit 
by the good yields and high prices of the 
wartime period. By every -rule-economic 

- necessity, law, -. and sentiment--the veteran 
farmer .has first call upon opportunitier 1n 
the--field of American agriculture. 
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The_ American . Legion; however, realizes 

that in many lri.stances:the interests of the 
veterans are bes~ served by the furtherance 
of a prograrp benefitting the entire agricul-
tural population. · 

Therefore, the-Legion supportS a program 
for all farmers and asks only that veterans 
receive preterence in obtaining the basic 
farm needs. -

It shall be· the policy of the American 
Legion to endorse and encourage adequate 
programs to make available: (1) family-size, 
sound, economic farm un'its, (2) short- and 
long-term credit at low interest rates, (3) 
farm stock, machinery, and equipment, (4) 
farm housing facilities-and it shall further 

. be the policy of the American Legion that 
veterans shall have definite preference in 
acquiring the benefits qf these programs. 

It shall further be the pollcy of the Ameri
can Legion to sponsor extension of existing 
Government credit facilities to enable dis
abled veterans to obtain farm purchase and 
operatin~ loans. 

It shall further be the policy of the Ameri
. can Legion to endorse and encourage ade
quate programs to make available: (1) rural 

- medical care, (2) extension of power lines to 
rural areas, (3) improved farm-to-market 

· roads, (4) improved marketing , facilities, 
(5) extension and improvement of rural edu

. cation. 
It shall further be the policy of the Ameri

can Legion to endorse and encourage ade
quate programs to conserve and extend our 
natural . resource~. · 

. - . ' . 
On March 7, 1947, ~t the national re-

habilitation conference of the American 
Legion, in the ci~y of Washington,. the 
following recommendation was adopted 

- with regard to the. activities of the United 
States Department of Agriculture: 

That the linitM states Department of Ag
riculture should make available maximum 
assistance, not ·pnly in providing financing 
but also in plannl.J;lg and sound management 

. guidance. 

You take your positions with the facts 
- before you. The Republican Party must 
· take full responsibility for the result 

achieved. This is a sad day for American 
agriculture. This is the testing ground. 
This is the place where the roll is called· 
the place where .the truth, however cruei 
and disappointing it may be, is made 
known. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 

- DIRKSEN]. 
Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I can 

appreciate the difficulty of trying to ex-
. amine 2,800 pages of hearings, I appre

ciate also the advantage that the mem
bers of the subcommittee enjoy because 
for seven solid 'Weeks they have lived 
with this thing. intimatelY'. So now and 
then inaccuracies creep into the debate 
which are quite natural. That is under~ 
standable. 

Let us look at this whole picture a mo
ment. Is it such a heinous crime for the 
chairman of a s~bcommittee to confer 
with his own leadership? ·Have you gen
tlemen not done it for 14 years? Is it 
treason or a felony for the chairman of 
~hiS subcommittee to .sit down with the 
distinguished Speaker of this House the 
gentleman ·from :Massa~us.etts .rMr. 
MARTIN]~ or the distinguished majority 
leader of this· House, the gentleman from 
Indiana -[Mr.· HALLECK], or the steering 
committee, and_ :Cf?Ii:l.Pare no-tes on mat-

. ~ --- ~ ;_c.; .. ~ .... ::: ~. 

ters of policy? Is there something so 
wrong with that? But that is not the 
reason there was a reconsideration of 
some items in this bill. 
· That reconsideration took place . on 
the afternoon of May 20, early in the 
week, and let me tell you why it took 
place. It was on a previous Saturday 
that the very esteemed President of .the 
United States had notified the Secretary 
of Agriculture to convene a conference 
on the 9th of.June, a few days from now 
~nd that the conference should concer~ 
1tself with one thing-the appreciation 
in land. values. 

. What did the President say about it? 
First, he pointed out that land values 
had appreciated 92 percent over the 
1935-39 level. That is not the gentle
man from Illinois speaking· tha:t is the 
distinguished President of' the United 
States from the great State of Missouri 
your President and mine. He pointed out 
in that st~tement, which was made pub
lic, that m the ·Iast 12 months ending 
March 1, 1947, land values had increased 
by 12 percent. But the -President said 
something more than that which in
trigued my fancy, and I quote him: 

In many areas land prices have reached 
peaks which cannot be sustained by prob
able long-time· farm earnings. 

. In add}tion thereto he expressed a spe
Cial concern for the war veterans of the 
country who are interested in buying 
land. My good friend from Arkansas 
[Mr. HA~sJ; and my good friend from 
North Carolina [Mr. CooLEY], talked 

. a~out the w~r veterans. I am interested 
in the war veterans and the President is 
interested in them also and does not want 
to see t~em saddled with high-priced 

· farms wh1~h in the face of a recession of 
commodity levels will stick them and 
send the farms back to the Government 
or make them lose the farms as a result 
of foreclosure. · · 

We reconsidered this matter and we 
finally took out farm-tenant loans en
tirely. The gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. WHITTEN] wants to restore that 
$25,000,000. 

Let us see in dollars and cents what 
has actually happened. I yield to no one 
in my regard for Mr. Lasseter the Ad-

. ministrator of the Farmers Home Ad
ministration. He is a grand fellow, he is 
one of the finest administrators in Gov
ernment today, he was candid and forth
right with the committee. What did he 
say? He said first of all, and this is in 
contravention of the statements that 
h~ve been made on the floor, that farms 
did not increase $3 over last year; they 
increased $1,700 over last year. Here 
are the figures: The 1945 average was 
$5,947; the 1946 average was $7,610. 
Those are Mr. Lasseter's figures. 

But he said something more and you 
will find it on page 1416 of the hearings 
if you are interested: ' 

Owners are getting fearful right now, 
owners of land, and they want to sell to 
veterans, to !arm tenants who can qualify. 

The owners now want to get out ·and 
get the high price · and stick the ·veteran 
and stick the ·farm tenant, then let ·the 
Government bail them out at a later date. 

Mr. Lasseter said something ·else, and 
you will find it on page 1419 of the hear
ings. He said: 

We have to shop around very carefully to 
get suitable farms. 

They are very difficult to get. Now, 
there is an opportunity for the veteran, 
and you gentlemen who have made a case 
_here against this bill yesterday and today 
have· not told the whole truth. Why do 
y~u not say that these are 40-year, 3 ~
percent loans and that there is an op
portunity under the GI act to get 40-
year, 3¥2-Percent loans, and nearly three 
times as many have been made in the 
space of 18 months as would be made in 
twice that length of time under the 
Farmers Home Administration. So, the 
opportunity is there. and this is a wise 
·and discreet action on the part of the 
committee, and I hope the amendment 
will not prevail. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN]. 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. WHITTEN) there 
were-ayes 94, noes 129. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my r~marks 
at this point in the RECORD. 
Th~ CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? .. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Chairman. I wa~t 

to solemnly protest the tragic action of 
the Appropriations Committee in fairly 
ruining our farm appropriations. This 
action is a calamity of the first magni
tude to our rural sections. Its full pro
portions will not be seen -for some time 
to come, but every section of the Na
tio~ .. will feel the impact of this drastic 
reduction within the next few months. ' 

I feel the action· of this committee in 
cutting the soil-conservation payments is 
especially to be condemned. Out of the 
full sum of $300,000,000 recommended by 
the Bureau of the Budget as being the 
sum necessary for this yea:r. only $165,-

- 000,000 has been placed in this bill. This 
. means a cut to the AAA program for 
the coming year of $135,000,000 on this 
item alone; and ~or the year following it 
means the elimination of the entire p;o-
gram. · 

I doubt that there has been a single 
phase of the internal program which has 

. meant so much to the farmer as the soil
conservation program and the soil-con

- servation payments. This program has 
. transformed barren wastes into fertile 

producing areas. It has taken sub-
. marginal land and has made it produce 
· in prolific quantities. I\. has made it 

possible in this time of world-wide food 
scarcity for our farmers to produce all

. time records in crops. Our President has 
called upon our farmers to help produce 

· for a starving world; and with the aid of 
this most · valuable 'program they have 
gone to work and have done the job. 

· Millions of people throughout the world 
~ who otherwise might starve will now live 

because of the remarkable results from 
· this great program. 



6014 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE MAY 28 
At this particular time, Mr. Chairman, 

the farmers in our section are interested 
in the fertilizer program. They hav~ al
ready made commitments for fertilizers, 
and they are now engaged in placing 
these fertilizers in the soil and over the 
meadows. They are moving ahead as re
quested by the President and as indicated 

. by the statements of former President 
Hoover to again produce a record-break
ing harvest. The world fairly erie's out 
in anguish for the American farm pro;. 
duction, and our farmers are working 
as the hungry peoples of America and 
other lands pray for the harvest. At 
this particular time the cut of funds cre
ates a new problem for them; it takes 
their mind off their work; it makes it 
impossible for them to meet some of their 
commitments; and it most assuredly will 
affect the amount of the harvest. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Salaries and expenses: For the making and 

servicing of new loans, insuring mortgages, 
the servicing and collecting of loans made 
under prior authority, and the liquidation of 
assets transferred to Farmers Home Admin
istration pursuant to the F'armers Home Ad
ministration Act of _1946, $18,000,000. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I of
fer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WHITTEN: Page 

58, line 21, strike out "$18,000,000" and in
sert "$25,000,000." 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask_ 
unanimous consent that all debate on 
this amendment and all amendments 
thereto close in 10 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I 

think this matter deserv~s the serious 
consideration of each Member on the 
floor. There have been many times in 
the past, when thi's agency was the Farm 
Security Administration, that I certainly 
disagreed with many, many things in 
connection with it, but the gentlemen 
who have had charge of it in recent years 
have done a splendid job, with which 
I think all will agree. The thing you 
cannot avoid is that there are now $800,-
000,000 of debts outstanding that are 
owed to the United States, and those 
loans must be serviced. Those people 
should repay the Government of tbe 
United States and should pay their debts 
as fast as they can during the time their 
income is fairly good. The man who is 
now administering this agency has done 
a splendid job. Last year he was one of 
the few in the departments who came in 
with a request for less personnel. This 
year he came in with a request for still 
less personnel than last year. Last year 
an amendment was offered on this floor 
to reduce the administrative personnel 
of the then Farm Security Administra
tion from $24,000,000 to $23,000,000, only 
a $1,000,000 cut. At that time the dis
tinguished chairman of this committee 
opposed any such amendment and ·said: 

There are many outstanding loans that 
must be collected, and you will find a table 
in the 'hearings to the effect that there are 
$16,000,000 that could be charged off at the 
present time. So if we reduce it too much 
and use what I commonly call a mea t-ax 

technique with respect to this administra
tive appropriation, we may lose an equiva
lent .amount or more and curtail or cripple 
some of these functions. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr: WHITTEN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina. · 

Mr. COOLEY. If the committee ac
tion stands and the gentleman's amend
ment is not adopted, it will reduce this 
administrative cost to 2.4 percent of the 
amount of outstanding assets to be ad
ministered. 

Mr. WHITTEN. That is right. The 
fact that you have eliminated new 
loans will not cut out more than just a 
few people in the administrative person- -
nel, but this agency under Mr. Lasseter 
reduced the personnel from 8,900 to 8,400 
last year, and this year under the Pz:esi
dent's budget reduced it from 8,400 to 
7,200. The committee cut this fund 
from $30,000,000 for the over-all opera
tion to $25,000,000 in its first meeting, 
and 10 days later went back and cut 
out an additional $7,000,000. In 1 year 
you are reducing an agency that admin-

. isters $800,000,000 of loans from 8,400 to 
4,250 administrative personnel,' if you do 

. not adopt this amendment. 
If the gentleman from Illinois was cor

rect last year in saying that he was op
posed to the use of a meat-ax technique, 
certainly when· you reduce an agency to 
which you must look for the collection of 
$800,000,000 and cut it in half within 
1 year, you are using the meat-ax 
technique. 

I plead with you, whether you are in 
sympathy with this program or not, 
whether you are on this side of the aisle 
or on that side of the aisle, where you 
have an administrator that comes in and 
shows you a good record of reducing per
sonnel in his agency by 1,000 or 1,500 peo
ple each successive year, I say that when 
he is charged with the obligation of col
lecting $800,000,000 and of trying to see 
that these people do come back and get 
to be good citizens and farm owners and 
worthy members of the agricultural fra
ternity, it is poor business to reduce this 
appropriation by any such figure as from 
$30,000,000 to $18,000,000, to reduce his 
personnel by approximately 50 percent. 
I think this amendment certainly should . 
be /adopted. 

Mr. COOLEY. Does not the gentle
man believe it will be impossible to man
age the affairs of this agency properly 
with the small amount of money that is 
now being provided? 

Mr. WHITTEN. I think it can be con
servatively stated that we will lose $50,-
000,000 as a result of failure to provide 
properly for the administration of this 
agency. 

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the REcoRD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Wisconsin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, for more 

than 30 years the farmers and small- · 
town business people have been in
terested in the development of an agri
cultural program which would bring 
some security and advancement to the 

farming sections of the country. Their 
claims to national attention and Federal 
interest have not been readily granted. 
The idea, centuries old, that the farmer 
should supply all others with food, fibers, 
and general assistance regardless of his 
own welfare or ·share in national -prog
ress, has persisted in opposition to every 
move to bring agriculture to a parity with 
industry. In consequence, the program 
has been slow in developing and insuffi
cient for its purpose. The aim may be 
praised, but its accomplishment denied 
by those who fail to realize that only as 
agriculture prospers can town and coun
try alike share in general advancement 
and enhancement of opportunity. 

After a war in which Victory was made 
possible by the united endeavors of all, 
and in which those in agriculture fully 
met every responsibility, earning and 
gaining universal approval for their 
loyalty and the success of their en
deavors, it would seem that there should 
be the warmest approval of expansion of 
an agricultural program rather than a 
determined effort to :;abotage and de
stroy it. The program is not perfect. It 
needs improvement. Undoubtedly it has 
many weaknesses which are recognized, 
and which should be remedied. The 
common endeavor should be its proper 
expansion altd the broadening of agricul
tural opportunity. 

Instead of expansion, this appropria
tion bill, if enacted, will bring curtail
ment, and even the elimination of some 
activities. It is based upon the cont{m
tion that farmers are doing better, some 
are making money, hence ·an insufficient 
program should be supplanted by an
other even more insufficient. 

The· national debt of $259,000,000,000 
is pointed to as making necessary re
ductions in Federal appropriations for 
the Agricultural Department which ad
ministers the many laws passed by Con
gress for rural betterment. Regardless 
of the war endeavors of the farmers at 
home and on the battlefields, and the 
wartime restrictions which compelled 
them to live and work under severe 
handicaps while carrying on for our Na
tion's success and supremacy, now they 
are called upon to sacrifice more and 
more while · our Government turns its 
attention and its resources, including 
those of agriculture, to the rehabilitation 
of the world. 

This bill, if passed, will reduce Federal 
expenditures for the agricultural pro
gram by $393,000,000, or about 35 per
cent below the appropriations for the 
present fiscal year. Nobody objects to 
the minor economies · which can be ef
fected by stopping unnecessary depart
mental expenditures, the discharge of 
unnecessary employees, or other savings, 
even though small, in the interest of 
general economy, but the purpose should 
be to improve rather than to destroy. 
Some features of this bill serve rather to 
destroy than to improve. 

Economy is a broad word. Econo
mizing on agriculture by limiting funds 
for rural electrification, soil erosion, the 
Farmers Home Administration, the 
Agricultural Adjustme!-".Lt Administra
tion, school lunches, and other impor
tant activities accomplish relatively little 
savings when cciJ?pared with other ac-



1947 CONGRESSIONAL. RECORD·- · HOUSE 6015 
tivities which add inany times as much 
to the Feder&l --budget. 

For instance, in today's press is the 
statement that our Federal Treasury will 
expend nearly, $5,000,000,000 for .· foreign 
relief of vari<i\is kinds, an_ amount 12 
times as great a,s-tne cut in appropria
tions in this measure. Recently Con
gress approin'lated $300,000,000 for the 
rearmament of the army of Greece and 
rehabilitation of that country. At the 
same time, another $100,000,000 was 
voted for equipment for the armies of 
Turkey, for the possible protection of 
the American and British oil interests in 
the Middle East. In these appropria
tions alone our Treasury will be drawn 
upon for a greater amount than all the 
savings proposed in this bill for agri
culture. 

Is .Congress .so forgetful of the heroic 
work of our farmers in war and in peace 
that it . will . compel our farm program 
to be without funds in order to increase 
the power of the armies of Turkey and 
Greece?- Must agriculture be called upon 
to pay the cost to the Treasury of the 
loans, ·grants, and gifts to Greece and 
Turkey? 

Must the expansion of rural electrifica
tion, for instance, be stopped in order to 
send another $78,000,000 to Korea tore
build the ruined iridustries owned by 
foreign interest~ in that country? 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION 

Rural electrification has come a long 
way in my district -in Wisconsin since the 
REA program began. We have 10 rural 

-. electric cooperatives that are now serving 
more than 22,000 members. The· why 
these farm families are putting electric 
power to use for their own profit and con
venience is a dramatic demonstration of 
the tremendous good that can come out 
of the rural electrification program. 

The money that REA lent to these 10 
cooperatives is · paying dividends to the 
farmers, to the communities in which 
they live, and in turn, to the Nation. But 
the record does not stop there. The co
operatives are paying oack t;he money 
they borrowed. They are paying it back 
with interest. 

The 10 cooperatives in my district have 
paid $1,791,543 in principal and interest, 
and of this $93,921 has been ahead of 
schedu~e. 

This outstanding record, which I know 
is duplicated in all parts of the country, 
raises a very serious question as to the 
wisdom of the House Appropriations 
Committee in reducing the REA appro
priation for the next year. In the name 
of economy the committee proposes to 
sentence thousands of farmers to at least 
another year in darkness. This is not 
economy, because the money these farm
ers need to build power lines will even
tually be paid back. Neither is it good 
sense to throw obstacles in the path of 
progress. 

In my district, the House bill will af
fect about 9,000 farm families. All of 
them will have to wait longer for their 
light and power if the Rural Electrifica
tion Administration has to operate on a 
curtailed basis. ·About 5,000 of them will 
have to walt for loan-fund allocations. l 

All through the waf I received letters 
from farmers wh<{l.{old:i me· liow they 

were hoping to get electricity with the 
coming of peace. Since V J -day many of 
them have told me they have their farms 
wired in anticipation of electric service. 
Occasionally a housewife tells me she has 
been lucky enough to buy a refrigerator 
or a milk cooler, and she is anxious to 
know how long it will be before she can 
put them into service. 

These people are growing impatient .. 
And I do not blam·e them. They have 
had an opportunity to see what elec
tricity means to farmers who already 
have it. While other farmers are in a 
position to modernize, to cut production 
costs with cheap power, and to enjoy 
many of the comforts of twentieth cen
tury living, they-the farmers still with
out electricity-have got to wait. They 
have to continue living decades behind 
the times and they have to compete with 
farmers who are farming on an up-to
date scale. 

There are more than 9,000 of these 
people in my district. Throughout the 
Nation there are two and one-half mil
lion. Some of them, I am sure, are in 
most congressional districts. 

What are you going to tell those who 
helped elect you? That this action 
is taken to help cut their taxes? They 
know better-they know that the REA 
program is self-liquidating. Are you 
going to tell them that you do not care 
if they have to live by kerosene lantern 
an extra year or two? 

If the House bill is approved as it now 
stands, it simply means this Congress 
has gone on record as holding back the 
extension of rural electric service. Is 
that the kind of a record this Congress 
wants to make? I, for one, w111 have no 
part of it. 

Rural electrification is on the thresh
old of what could be its greatest year 
in history. Manpower and materials are 
becoming available again on a scale that 
would permit line construction to leap 
forward. The opportunity is here and 
we cannot take advantage of it by prac
ticing false economy of the kind we have 
under consideration. 

The administration of this program, 
as shown by its record, is one of efficiency 
and accomplishment. It has estab
lished a. record unequaled by any private 
lending institution. In 1935 the Con
gress entrusted this agency with the job 
of making loans to electrify rural Amer
ica. It has discharged its obligation 
well. More than $1,000,000,000 of Fed
eral money has been lent to over 
1,000 borrowers in a. program that has 
directly and indirectly resulted .in the 
electrification of nearly 60 percent of 
this country's farms-and, I repeat, this 
money is being paid back. 

In my own district, I know of no Fed
eral program that has done so much for 
my rural constituents, at such trifling 
cost to the Nation's taxpayers, as this 
rural electrification program. I am sure 
that most of my colleagues would be able 
to say the same. 

I believe, and I know that the people 
whom I represent believe, that only two 
things could possibly delay the progress 
of rural electrification. One would be 
the influence of selfish interests; the 
other, our own nearsightedness. Obvi• 
ously, we are not going to let selfish 

interests influence us in a matter in 
which the good of the entire country is 
involved. At the same time, let us not 
be nearsighted. . If we fail to give full 
support to this valuable Nation-building 
program, we will be guilty of subscribing 
to bad business. 

FARMJ\:RS HOME ADMINISTRATION 

The Seventy-ninth Congress provided 
the Farmers Home Administ ration Act 
which took over most of th~ functions of 
the Farm Security Administration. The 
committee has deleted completely the 
budget estimate of $35,000,00" and 'pro
vides no funds for farm tenant loans. 
The production and subsistence loan pro
gram has been reduced from $90,000,00<r 
to $30,000,000. The Farm Tenant Mort
gage Insurance fund has been reduced 
from an estimated $15,000,000 for 1948 
to $1,000,000, and the item for salaries 
and expense to administer the program 
throughout the country has been re
duced from $30,000,000 to $18,000,000. · 

The congressional district which I rEip
resent is made up of 11 rural counties 
in which faTmers are largely engaged 
in the dairy industry. As a result of 
severe drought and low prices that pre
vailed in the middle thirties, many hard
working, conscientious farmers, through 
no fault of their own, lost their farms. 
When the old Farm Security Adminis
tration was established many of those 
farmers were given the opportunity to 
make a new beginning and to reestablish 
themselves as farm owners. Since the 
start of the program and up to January . 
1, 1947, -10,718 far.mers in my district 
were granted loans to the extent of 
$8,670,723. Of that number of farmers; 
409 were granted farm ownership loans 
to the extent of slightly less than $2,-
000,000, of which 109 have repaid 
their loans in full. Of the total of 10,718 
farmers who received loans, 5,733 of such 
loans have been paid in full as of Jan
uary 1; 1947, and the total amount loaned 
has been reduced from $8,670,723 to 
$2,176,184. As of January 1, 1947, 280 
veterans of World Warn applied for and 
received loans in the amount of $578,850. 
It is estimated that an additional 138 
veterans will have had their loan appli
cations approved as of June 30 of this 
year, :naking a total of 418 veterans' 
loans. Private banks in my district have 
cooperated fully with the Farmers Home 
Administration. In excess of 5,000 
farmers in my district who have repaid 
their obligations to FSA and the Farm
ers Home Administration, are now hav
ing their credit needs taken care of by 
local banks and other lending institu
tions. 

Today I received a letter from Mr. 
A. R. Vogtsberger, vice president of the 
Bank of Menomonie, Menomonie, Wis., 
which I quote: 
Congressman MERLIN HULL, 

Washington, D. 0. 
DEAR MR. HULL: I notice that the finance 

committee has cut the appropriation for the 
Farm Home Administration by 30 percent. 

This seems to me to be a drastic cut Iince 
we feel that the administration of the Joana 
that are now outstanding should be con• 
tinued and we believe too that the cut of 
$15,000,000 to $1,000,000 for insured mo~t
gages is entirely too drastic. 
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· We believe the farmer ,}}as-gotten to be the 
forgot-ten man · again, an1l we do think that 
the program that the former Farm Security 
Administration carried on was a good one 
and_ should be continued; and as you wlll_ 
remember, we have cited many cases of 
farmers who could not have continued if it 
had not been for the Farm Security Admin
istration. 

We know you are opposed to · such a cut, 
but we want you to know how we feel about 
it. 

At the meeting of the Chippewa Club, 
which consists of 10 banks in this territory, 
each and every one of them was polled and 
they were all favorable to keeping the $15,-
000,000 for the guarantee of· loans and also 
-were favorable to the continuation ·of the 
FSA work. 

With kindest personal regards. 
Si:t;1cerely yours, 

A. R. VOGTSBERGER. 

The Farm Security Administration, 
and its successor, the 'Farmers Home 
Administration, have been important 
factors in encouraging family sized farm 
ownership, particularly in the interest of 
our returned servicemen who have no 
other means of securi:rig'the 1nith:i1 funds 
to acquire farm· land, "-or; in the ·case of 
renters, to·acqwre -operatL11g equipment: 
The program ·has been highly successfu1 
in my State and in my district, and I 
doubt the wisdom of emasculating this 
~xcellent program as proposed in the 
bill. . 

THE SCHOoL-LUNCH PROGRAM 

. As stat.ed in the committee report, dur·~ 
1ng the year. 1946 about $234,000,000 was 
expended on the program in 55,000 
schools throughout the country. Of this 
amou~t. $75,000,000 was provided by the 
Federal Government. The committee 
has reduced the Federal Government's 
appropriation from $75,000,000 to $45,-
000,000. For the fiscal year 1947 the sum 
of $81,000,000 was made available 'for the 
program, of which $75,000,0-00 was ob
tained from section 32 funds under the 
act of 1935 which provided that 30 per
cent of the customs receipts could be used 
for various purposes, which included the 
school lunch program. The committee 
has recommended that all of section 32 
funds for the year 1948 are to be ·re
scinded. 

During the 1947 fiscal year, $1,108,-
836.41 Federal food assistance was allo
cated to the State of Wisconsin from the 
Federal school lunch fund. With the aid 
of this Federal assistance, 131,718 wis, 
consin school ch~ldren particip~ted in the 
grant-in-aid school-lunch program. If 
the present figure of $45,000,000, out of 
which $10,000,000 is earmarked for 
equipment, is appropriated, $525,573.72 
will be available for Wisconsin's school 
lunch food assistance in-1948. _·This rep
resents a decrease of about 53 percent. 
Unless a large additional amount is made 
available from within the State to offset 
this decrease, the Wisconsin school lunch 
program will be considerably curtailed the 
coming school year. 

AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT ADMINISTRATION 

No one can deny the patriotic response 
of farmers when requested by their Gov
ernment to produce food and fiber to 
.win a war. All time production records 
_were broken with less help on the farms, 

and with worn-out and inadequate equip
ment. -.They are still being asked to main
tain high levels of production to feed the 
starving world. 

Farmers who were gradually recover
ing from the great drought and depres
sion of the thirties, during which time 
soil fertility had become seriously de
pleted, were again called upon to pro
duce for victory. During the past few 
years soil fertility has again become de
pleted. The AAA was, and is, an impor
tant factor in stepping up the usage of 
phosphate and potash fertilizers, and 
limestone. AAA personnel aided farm
ers in demonstrating the t:racticability 
of strip and contour farming, which 
added many: thousands of tons of food 
to national production. It should be a 
matter of public interest to see that the 
land that produced the food for our 
armed forces, and much of the food for 
our allif.S, is brought back to average 
productive efficiency. 

In Wi$COnsin in 1937 only 415,000 tons 
of agricultural limestone was used, as 
compared ·with the present· level at p-ro
duction and use of limestone of 2,250,000 
tons per year. Even prior to the war 
there was great concern with regard to 

·the general problem of· erosion and our 
dwindling -forestry resources. Included 
in the AAA program was that of farm· 
forestry and gully control, - as ,well as · 
tree planting. 

AAA has sUpplied soil · conservation 
materials, 50 percent of the cost of 
which was borne by the farmers who ap
plied the materials, planted the· trees, 
and so forth. In Wisconsin ftom: 1940 
through 1946 there . has been applied 
503,414: tons of phosphate and potash 
fertilizer, 10,422,300 tons of agricultural 
limestone, 47,301 acres have been plant
ed to trees in connection with the farm
forestry and gully.:.control program, and 
2,028,7'00 acres are part of the strip and 
contour-farming program. From i940 
to the present the records indicate ·sharp 
increases in accomplishments as de
·Scribed, which demonstrates increasing 
efficiency on the part. of AAA personnel, 
and greater farmer participation and 
interest in the program. 
· In connection with the agricultural
limestone program, there was more in
volved than simply the application of 
the ingredient to the soil. Large num
bers of people and much expensive 
equipment had to be provided to quarry 
limestone deposits, pulverize; and trans
port it. Such processors of limestone 
felt they were working on a continuing 
program. One of the lime-works oper
ators in my district has stated to m·e 
that the proposed cut in the 1947 AAA 
program will bankrupt 70 percent of the 
limestone producers and truckers who 
acquired equipment relying on bona-fide 
contracts entered into with their Gov-
ernment for the 1947 program. . 

The administrative budget has been 
so reduced as to end for all practical 
purposes the popular and wholly justi
fiable Federal program to aid in the re
building of the soil on American farms. 
. Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. Chair
man, I believe if any pers.on were to study 
the . lessening · of duties that are today 

facing the -Farmers Home Administrator 
he would find that -this allowan-ce of· · 
$18,000,000 is absolutely reasonable. 

Keep in mind another thing. Times 
are good all throughout the agricultural 
regions. Farmers do not have any dif
ficulty today in finding the money neces
sary to pay what is due the Government. 
They do not need much supervision from 
any agency of Government. They will 
pay their loans if they have a good crop 
and decent prices. 

We have fought several times on the 
floor today against this growing bl.,treauc
racy. Here is where there is a great 
deal of it. Here-is where we have exces
sive duplication in government. Do you 
people realize that the Farmers Home 
Administration in many ways duplicates 
the work of the Extension Service? 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. I yield to 
the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. TABER. If there was a consoli
dation of these duplicating activities, we 
could save $20,000,000. i 

Mr: H. CARL -ANDERSEN. I believe 
that we could save at least that under 
tl)e bill if the Committee on Agriculture 
would bring together under one head, 
Extension Service preferably the Soil 
Conservation Service, the Extension 
Service, the Farmers Home Admipistra
tion, and the AAA c-ounty and township 
committee organization. _ _ .. _ 

Mr.- COOI,..EY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSE:tj. I yield. 
. M_r. COOLEY. If the Congress is go- • 
~ng to deprive the returning rural vet
eran of the opportunity to buy a coun
try home or a farm--

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr. 
Chairman, I decline to yield further be
cause the gentleman is laboring under a 
misapprehension. The returning vet
eran does have the opportunity under 
the GI bill of rights to make a loan. We 
are not depriving him of that. That is 
a different category of loan. In this 
particular. portion of the bill we are 
keeping that veteran from having a 
great big mortgage indebtedness piled on 
top of his head from under which he can 
never get out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendm~nt offered by the gentle
man from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN]. 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion (demanded by Mr. WmTTEN) there 
were--ayes 93,. noes 122. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
All rights, interests, obligations, and duties 

of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation 
arising out of loans made or authorized to be 
made to the_ Secretary of Agriculture for the 
purpose of making rural tehabllitation and 
farm tenancy loans in accordance with the 
Department of Agriculture Appropriation Act 
of 1947 and prior appropriations and loans 
under .the Farmers Home Administration Act 
of 1946 are, as of the close of June 30, 1947, 
vested in the Secretary of the Treasury; the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation is au
thorized and directed to transfer, a.s of the 
close of June 30, 1947, to the Secretary of 
the Treasury and the Secretary of the Treas
ury is authorized and directed to receive all 
loans outstanding on that date, plus ac-
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crued unpaid. In~ •. therefore:. made·~ the 
Secretary under- ttre .pravtsiOilS' of the acts 
named abover ap.<t t~ n~e8 and other evi:.. 
dences thereof and aU .obligations -constitut
ing the sec~rlt;y tl,l.eie~or. The Secretary of 
the Treasury ~an cancel notes a! the Re
construction Filnance: Corporation, and sums 
due and unpafd· upon o:r rn connection With 
such notes at; the. time of such cancellation, 
in an amount equal to the unpaid principal 
at the loans so transferred, plus accrued un
paid interest through June ao. 1947. subsi
quent to June 30, 1947. the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation shall make no further 
loans or advances -to the Secretary and the 
Secretary of ·the ·Treasury is hereby author
ized and directed, in lieu of the Reconstruc
tion Finance Corporation, to lend or advance 
to the Secretary. 1n accordance With the prq
visions of the acts referred to Bl)Y unobl!
gated or unadvanced balances of the sums 
which the Beconstr.uction Finance Corpora
tion has theretofore been authorized and 
·directed to lend to the Secretary. For the 
purpose or making such loans· or advances, 
the Secretary or the Treasury Is authorized 
to use as a public-debt transaction the 'pro
ceeds from the sale of any sec'lJI'itles issued 
under .the Second Liberty Bond Act. as 
amended, and the pur~ for whi~ secur~
tles ma.y be issued under that act are ~
tended to include such loans or · advances 
to the Secretary Of Agriculture. Repayments 
to the Secretary of ·Treasury on snch loans 
or advances sh.all be treated as a public

. debt transaction of .the ·United States. 

. · Mr: COOLEY .•. ·_ Mt:. Chairman, I move 
to strike out ·tQ.e last word. · 

Mr. Chairman,-! have seen meri jump 
from one side of a fence to the otlier~ but 
I have never seen a. man on both sides of 
a fence at the same time. _ 

The gentlem~ from Minnesota. JMr. 
H. CARL AN~EN]/ who· Jus(addr~ed 
the House a moment ago, stoo'd here and 
argued very forcefullY and. apparently 
from the vote. very persuasively, that he 
was trying to protect the poor veterans 
from the evils of inflation. Then, in the 
next breath. he said we did not need this 
agency. He said. ''We have all the money 
we need under the OI bill of rights in 
·another agency of the Government." 

How can you sincerely maintain tlie 
position that your objection to this bill is 
that you are trying to protect the veter
ans from inflation· and stand here and 
argue that we have another agency of the 
Government, which you favor, which .has 
plenty of money to make loans to veter
ans on the pres~t farm real estate mar
ket? The fact is, and everybody knows 
and I think the country will know, that 
it is not due to the fear of inflation., it is 
not due to a letter from Mr. Truman or a 
letter to Mr. Anderson, but it is due solely 
to a desire on the part of the Republican 
Party to reduce the expenditure of Gov
ernment funds. That is all it is. If you 
can justify your position, then applaud 
the statement. So the RE.CORD does show 
that that remark brought forth almost 
unanimous and universal applause from 
the Republican side. I notice that not a 
single Damocrat applauded. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yie1d. 
Mr. FORAND. Have the Republicans 

_ reach.ed any concluSion yet as to how 
much they will reduce the budget? , . 

Mr. COOLEY-. l do not think they 
have, but .I thi-nk they, know, this is just 
fallacy. The Republicans are saying 

that they are saving money everywhere 
along the line, and they are trying to cut 
down Government expenditures. What 
they are doing is depriving 49,000 veter
ans of the right to buy a farm home and 
an opportunity to finance it. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield. 
Mr. POAGE. It seems pretty clear, 

does it not, that the Republicans have 
decided that the easiest place to make 
reductions is to take it out of the farm
er's hide? 

Mr. COOLEY. That is right. It is an 
effort to wreck the farm program. That 
is all it is, pure apd simple. You took 
all the section 32 money; you completely 
destroyed the crop-insurance program, 
and now you destroy the tenant purchase 
program. 

There is no way for you to get around 
the fact that you are accomplishing just 
this. If you are going to handicap this 
agency finan~ially and not give Mr. Las
seter. the Administrator~ ·the necessary 
money with which to operate. it would 
be better to repeal the whole agency and 
deprive it of the operating loan also. be
cause. frankly. a veteran can now obtain 
money to operate his farm and to finance 
his· farm operations much. more .easily 
than he can obtain a 40-year loan at 

. 3-percent ipterest to finance the pur
chase of a farm home. 

Take ·-the crop-insurance program. 
.When we liquidated that Corporation be
fore we gave it $3,000,000 with which to 
liquidate, but now you give them only 

·$l,OOOJ00t). · When the · show iS over and 
·the ·collootions are all in you will lose- far 
·more than $!,000,000, the amount you 
are. giving. the ·Corporation. I dare say 
collections will not be as good 12 months 
from now,- I may say to the gentleman 
from Dlinois [Mr. DIRKSEN] as they are 
now. When you cut this personnel more 
than 50 percent you cannot expect the 
same degree of efficiency. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Chairman. will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr.-COOLEY: I yield. 
Mr. HOFtpMAN. If we do not cut 

down somewhere how are we going to 
get money enough to give the Turks and 
the Greeks what the gentleman wants to 
give them and a lot of others want to give 
them? 

Mr. COOLEY. I _do not know what 
the gentleman wants to give them but I 
know I voted for the Greek loan and I 
do not apologize to the gentleman from 
Michigan or anyone else for the way I . 
voted. I voted for the $350,000,000 loan 
for general foreign relief, and I do not 
have to apologize to the gentleman from 
Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN. Does the gentleman 
want to give less to our farmers so we 
can give more to the Greeks and the 
Turks? 

Mr. COOLEY. I have been working 
all along in the interest of our farmers. 

Mr. HO:PFMAN. I would like to have 
them get something somewhere along ihe 
line. 

Mr. COOLEY. What the gentleman's 
party Is doing is wrecking the program. 
and the responsibility is being fixed in 
the House today. 

6017 
· The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from North Carolina has ex
Pired. 

'Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I 
' move to strike out the last word. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Ohio is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
the pending bill, H. R. 3601, appropriates 
roundly $805,000,000 for the Agricultural 
Department for the fiscal year 1948. 
This is approximately four times more 
than was appropriated in 1930 and near
ly six times more than the average an
nual cost from 1921 to 1930. The De
partment of Agriculture has grown into 
a giant bureaucracy that is eating out the 
substance of our people, distorting nat
ural -price relationships, and regimenting 
the farmers. 

Like most of the executive agencies 
of the Government, it has become a pow
erful engine for confiscating private 
property and redistributing what it does 
not use for its own sustenance. not only 
with respect to the farming communities 
and other industrial interests. but in re
spe<:t of the farmers themselves. 

It is the grossest delusion that the po
litical authority in Washington can put 
a :floor under agricultural prices with
out regimenting the farmer and dictat
ing the amount of wheat, cam. or other 
crop atfected by such floor he may grow. 
So-called parity prices can ultimately be 
sustained only by the exercise of the 
power of the political regime-controlling 

·the Government to dictate to the farmer 
not only how 'much but also what he 
shall grow. · · 

This is fully recognized by the crop 
allotment program instituted under the 

, AAA. · Tyranny is the weapon used to 
- enforce compliance. Farmers are fined 

for growing mo1·e wheat than they are 
ordered to grow. The ultimate effective
ness of the program is dependent upon 
the enforcement of the crop allotment 
plan. It was specl:flcally instituted for 
th9.t purpose: 

The Agriculture Department has be
come a menace to our people through 
the use to which it is being put in the 
international field. I refer to the sys
tem of pooling the crops the American 
farmer grows with those produced by 
other nations and leaving it to an inter
national agency, wher-e the United states 
has only one vote, to determine what 
portion of such pool shall be allocated 
to the United states. 

The danger to the American people of 
this policy becomes evident when it is 
realized that the sugar shortage is pri
marily caused by this program. 

Few people realize that this program 
is to be extended to include many other 
farm crops. 

I submit that this is a dangerous pro
. gram to tbe American people. The Agri
. cUltural Department has become a gi
gantic political exploiting machine and 
should be abolished. 

Mr. POAGE. ' Mr. Chairman. I move 
to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this time because 
It is now becoming apparent that those 
of us who wan.t to speak on some of the 
amendments which will be offered will 
be de~ed that opportunity. The request 
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will be made to limit debate by unani
mous consent. When that is refused, a 
motion to that effect will be offered, 
which will be carried, in spite of all the 
assurances of yesterday that there would 
be adequate opportunity for everyone to 
express their views. 
· Mr. Chairman, I want to call the at
tention of this House to one of the wide
spread misunderstandings in regard to 
the money now available to the REA. 
That amendment will come up shortly. 
·The REA, of course, is one of those·agen
·cies that .has a great public appeal, it is 
·serving a great number of farm people·; 
a great many more people 'would like to 
·have its services. I recognize it. ha-s not 
·been possible for the REA to extend its 
lines to everyone who would like to have 
the service of that organization.- It ·has 
·not bi en possible· to· build all of the lines 
·for which money. has been appropriated 
in the past year· or two; neither ·has it 
been possible for everybody iri the United 
States who had the· money to pay for an 
automobile to buy one. It has not been 
·possible to get a great many of the things 
our people ·would like to buy arid fdr 

'which they may have the fuhas. ,. 
· Presently th~re is · ·so~thirig over 
· $300,000,000 that has been : app~o:Priated' 
: and is still in the· hands of the REA. 
·we liave been toid on the fiooi of 'tltis 
. House that that money is available . for 
: allocation to ·build new iines, but that is 
: incorrect. That·.money is not available 
for allocation. Th'at'money, every ciolhir 
of it, has 'been allocated. 'If you want ·a 

-new line authorized or approved in your 
district or anywhere else in· .the Unite'd 
States, you h_ave to provide additional 

. funds )lere for lending purposes. It can-
not be done out' o( the' money ·that has 
been premised to build a line. off across 

· the creek. ·You simply cannot take that 
-same money and build a; 'line on the other 
· side of the creek·. The commitments are 
. out on that money. The.re. is 'no inoney 
. in the REA · fro.m which ·you can · make 
new allocations. · · 

The REA now has applicatiot;ls :Pending 
for about $240,000,000. By July ' 1 the 

: REA expects to .have applications in ex
cess of $270,000,000. If. we appropriate 

. all of the money that is provided her.e, 
we will be short probably fortY-five or 

: fifty million dollars on the 1st of July of 
being able to take Cfl,re .of all the_ appli-
cations already pending. · 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
· gentleman y-ield? . · 

Mr. POAGE, I yield to the gentleman 
. from Mississippi. 

Mr. RANKIN. The REA will have ap
plications for $270,000,000 on the 1st of 
July. If this bill passes in its present 
form, there will only be available 

. $225,000,000. 
Mr. POAGE. That. is right, and -! -want 

. to make it perfectly clear that this sum 
is a reduction both from the amount 
available this year and from the Budget 
estimates.- There are those who·have.er
roneously stated that it is not a reduc
tion, but let the :Members of the House 
know what the situation is. On page 3'76 
the Budget reads: 

>Loans: For loans in accordance with sec
- tions 3, 4, and 5 of said act; and .for carryihg 

out the provisions of section 7 thereof, 

-$25,000,000; and for -the same -purposes an turn, serve as the needed "mar-gin" to 
additional sum-of $225,000,000, to be borrowed support an RFC loan to the REA of sev
from the Reconstruction Finance Corpora- eral times that amount. . 
tion in accordance with the provisions of 
'section 3 (a) of said act. Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike out the last word. 
Heretofore the law has required that Mr. Chairman, 65,000 Iowa farm !ami-

REA get a portion of its funds from the lies still do not have electric service. 
RFC. The RFC could only lend 85 per- They are among those called upon to 
cent of the principal of the outstanding produce the food which is now going to 
obligations constituting security for its all corners of the world. They should 
loans. The exact wording of the law is not· be penalized in the splendid work 
found in 49 Statutes, page 1364, and they are called upon to do, and the ex
reads: p:smsion of the REA program today in 

P-rovided, That no such loan shall be in an many respects is more vital than it was 
amount exceeding 85 percent of the principal in the war years. 
amount outstanding of the obligations con- The loan funds last year totalled $350,-
stitut-ing .security therefor. · -000,000 including a one-hundred-million-

This means there had to be certain ap- dollar deficiency appropriation. The 
propri::ttions from the Congress in order ·present appropriation bill seeks · to cut 
to make· the first loans, or at least to pro- the loan authorization to $225,000,000, 
vide the necessary 15 percent' ·margin. which amounts to a .cut of 35.7 percent. 
The Budget recommended this year that Such a reduction will seriously cripple 
there be an appropriation of $25,000;000 the REA program in Iowa. 
from the general fund for loans and-that A large backlog of applications already 
there be additional -authority for REA to exists, and if the needed appropriations 
borrow $225,000,000 from RFC. Both the are net -forthcoming there will . be a long 

· $2~1000 ,000 of direct appropriations : an!! delay in getting electricity to -those -Iowa 
the $225,ooo;ooo of RFC funds, which farmers who do not · already have the 

·made $25o:oO'o,ooo. were ·available· for . service. It is estimated that if the prci
: loans to-build' lines arid' to make aJloca:- · posed cuts for REA go through 25 percent 
· tions in the coming ·year. This bill pro- -fewer Iowa fat:m people can secure elec
. vides ·but $225,ooo;ooo. Figure 1t wJ.th tricity in~ 1948 .than .if the cuts were re-
any kind of' pencil you want tO, there is stored . . I speak out for the farm people 

· $25·,ooo,ooo·that you are not going to get of my State who certainly are going to 
to build lines in your district,~ and" mine, be penaliz.ed if the proposed cuts . are 
:to serve pe'ople· who are now applylng mac_ie. . . , ~ . . . 
· that we woufd _liave had if we ·passed the The loans made under the REA pro-
r Budget · estimate. · · · ·· · ·' .. ~ · gram are a . souiid investment. · This 
. Mr. HORAN . . Mr. Chairman, will the .money is not . a gift, arid anyone ·who 

gentleman yield?. . _ knows the facts will agree that the re-
Mr. POAGE. I yield to the gentleman . payment record of the REA cooperatives 

r · · · · continues to be very satisfactory. · In 
. frp~ :Washington. . · , . View Of the splendid record made in the 

· Mr. HORA.N. Is it the gentleman's · - · 
understanding that this · $25,000,000 loan field, and in view of the great need 

. ' . . for the ·expansion of the ' program at this 
· which was deleted· was available for loari- : very time,- let me urge the Congress-to · 
. ing purpose's? . appropriate the money needed to effec
. Mr. POAGE. Of cou.rse it was. If the tively carry on the · splendid "iork that 

gentleman will but re~d the ~udget, he · b 1 d b REA f th 1 1 
· will see that it was listed as for loans. - ~~ ~;::ric~~e _ Y. or e rura peop e 

Mr. HORAN. It was on deposit. . Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
Mr. POAGE. · Oh, no; it was not on de- move that all debate on this paragraph 

. posit. . The . gentleman simply does not : do now. close. 
understand how we made loans under . The motion was agreed to. 
the old set-up. I do not like to be dog- The Clerk read as follows: 
matic, but I happened to have been on Salaries and expense:!!: For administrative 
the subcommittee that wrote that bill expenses, including personal services in the 
under which we have been operating, and District of Columbia; not -to exceed $500 for 

· I believe I know how it worked. We newspapers; and . not to exceed $500 for 
could make loans from the RFC up to 85 financial arid credit reports, $4,000,000. 
percent of the principal of the obligations Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I offer· 

· constituting the security for the RFC an amendment, and I ask unanimous 
loans. -In other words, suppose there was consent that the remainder of this sec
only one loan involved. If the REA were tion be considered as read, because both 
to ·loan $100,000 to a local co-op, it items should come in the same amend
would be necessary that the REA finance ment. 
$15,000 out of appropriated funds. Then The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

· it could get · $85,000 of RFC funds.- In . to the request of the gentleman from 
other words, RFC never advanced more Missouri? 
than 85 percent of the funds. At least There was no objection. . 
15 percent of all funds REA ever loaned The remainder of the section is as 
had to come from ·appropriated funds, follows: 
and that is the reason it was necessary to Loans: For loans in accordance ,with sec
make part of the loan funds available in tions 3, 4, and 5 of -said act, and for carrying 
the form of a direct appropriation. The out the provisions of section 7 thereof, $225.~ 
$25,000,000 wpich the budget proposed to ooo,ooo, to be borrowed from the Secretary of 

. ·supply as a direct appropriation would the Treas-qry in accordance . with the pro
. provide funds with which REA, could visions of section 3 (a) of said act. 

Sections 3 (a) ail.d 3 (:() of the Rural Elec
make loans to local cooperatives totaling . , trificatio~ Act of-.1936! a~proved May 20, 3.946, 
$2.5,000,000, and in addition the notes as ~mended,J7 u!.s' :>C:· 9.01-915), are )lereby 
taken to secure this amount would, in amended to read as tallows: 
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"SEC. a. t{a) ; 'l'he, Secretary of the Treasury . as amended, and the purposes for wl;lich se- administrative expenses essential to its 

1s hereby atitho~4 and. d1r~cted to make curi~ies may be 1ssued under that ·act are- ex- maintenance and development. 
loans to the AdmlntS~a.tOr, :Upon t]?.e request tended to include such loans or advances to Mr Ch i th t d 
and approyal of .the. Secre~ary of Agriculture, the Administrator. Repayments to the Sec- • a rman, e mos angerous and 
in such amOunts in the aggregate for each retary of the Treasury on such loans or ad- damaging limitation that can be made 
fiscal year commencing With the fiscal year vances shall be treated as a public-debt · in the REA program is the proposed cut 
ending Junrt • so; ·1948, as the Congress may transaction of the United States. in administrative expenses. Administra-

. from time to time determine to be necessary, "SEC. 3. (f) All moneys representing pay- · tion is the nerve center, the motive pow-
either WithQUt ip.terest or at such rate of in- menta of principal and interest on loans er, and at the same time the governor. 
terest per .annum, not in excess of . the rate made by the Administrator shall be p"'d to It does not matter how much money you 
provided for in sections 4 and 5 of this act, the Secretary of the Treasury in payment of have for lending, if you do not have the 
as the secretary of the Treasury may deter- loans made to the Administrator by the Re-

. mine, upon the security of the obligations of construction Finance .Corporation or the sec- ad.m1nistration and supervision to proc
borrowers from the Administrator appointed retary of the Treasury;· upon the payment of ess applications and direct operations 
pursuant to the provisions of this act or from such loans all moneys representing payments you might as well have nothing at all. 
the Administrator of the Rural Electrification · of principal and interest on loans made by Administration is the vital point in the 
Administration established by Executive the Administrator shall be. covered into the success of the program. And the heavy 
Order No. 7037. Interest rates on the unpaid Treasury as miscellaneous receipts." cut in administrative expense recom-

. ba.l~~e of any loans made by the Recon- The CHAIRMAN. The ·clerk will re- mended by the committee-from $5,-
structiori Fip,ance Corporation to the Admin- 60 00 to $4 00 0-
istrator prior to July 1,1947, shall be adJusted port the amendment offered by the 0, 0 ,0 ,00 means the denial 

. to ·t:pe · interest rate, 1t any, established for gentleman from Missouri. or at best the delay, of services to thou-
., loans maqe . after June 30, 1947, in accord- The Clerk read as follows: sands of waiting farm families, with 

·ance with th!! foregoing provision: Provided, Amendment offered by Mr. CANNoN: On handicaps in both the quantity and the 
:, ·That such obligations incurred for the pur- page 61, line 3, strike out "$4,000,000, and quality of supervision. 

pose of financing the construction and oper- insert in lieu thereof "$5,600,000, .. and on I know, Mr .. Chairman, the argument 
ation of generating plants, electric transmts- page 61, line 6, strike out "$225,000,000" and that will be made here that they already 
sian and distribution lines, or systems shall 1 t i 11 th f "4250 000 000 , . have more money than they can use, 
be fully amort~d over a period not to exceed nser n eu · eFeO . · "' . • . • · h 

. 35 years, and that the maturity of such obll- Mr. RANKIN~ Mr. Ch~irmah, I offer that t ey cannot- get labor and material 

. gations incurred for ·the purpose of financing a substitute. and cannot spend what they have. But, 
· the wiring of premises and the acquisition Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I yield Mr. Chairman, as our American philoso
. and installation of electrical and plumbing to the gentleman from Mississippi for pher, Josh Billings well said: "It 1s better 
appliances and equipment shall not exceed not to know so much than .to know so 

. two-thirds of the assured life thereof and . the purpose of offering a substitute. much that ain't so." When the Adminis-
·not more than 5 y~ars. The Administrator . Tpe 9i~r~ r"ead as follows: trator was before the committee I asked 
is hereby authorized to make all such en- Substitute amendment offered by Mr. him how much money they needed, how 

.' dorsements, ·to. execute .all such instruments, Rankin: · on· ·page 61, line s: strike out · h th uld I k d 
and to do.all.sucl;l a~~s and things !loS shal~ be "$4,000,000" ·and insert "$5~600,000," and in muc money ey co use. as e 
necessary to effect the valid transfer and as- line a-strike out "$225,000,000, and- insert him if the $250,000,000 recommended by 
stgnment t9 the. Secretary o:f the _Treasury of "$3oo,oo'O,OOO." the budget was sufficient. He said, no, 

· ·an such obligatiotis,/ and' to· execute such · . . . . .. that they had asked for $300,000,000, and 
·· .trust instrfunents as shall be agreed·upon by · Mr. ·cANNON. Mr., Chairman, REA that the full $250,000,000 was not suffi-

•.•' the Adm.~r~tof. an,cl the Secret~cy of the ,, .. ;was .not e&tablish.ed until 1935. It has cient to meet their needs and supply in
Treasury provic;t;tng for ;the . bq~!iing- ,i:n trust ·, ''been iii existence only 12 years, and siX of . stallations. The gentleman from Texas 
by the A~~~s?:ator ~f ·a.ll _supJ:l " O;_l)l~gations . . tll,os~ year~ were war years, with all their has already explained, and I will not go 
for the Se?re~y .. ,ot the, Trea;s\U'y .as" sec'Ql'ity · limitations on labor material and ap- .into it, that the _money on hand has been 
for loans to the: Adl¢ilis~ato).' . :J:l~retofore . . ' · ' · . 
made by-· the Reconstruction· Fin~ce . cor- :prqpr~~~~o~. And yet in _tbo.se 12 years allocated and will not be available to 
poration or made or to be made by the sec- el~ctnc~ty has been _brought to 10,00.0,000 accommodate new business. 
'retary of the Treasury. · All rights, ·interests, farmers; ·~F;A lines. span the contment This 1s a long-term program. Appli
obligations, and duties of the Reconstruction and serve the people of every State in the cations are coming in . every month. I 

· Finance· Corporation arising out of: loans Union. do not know what you get from your 
niad_e or authoriZed to be made to the Ad- Few services have been provided for districts, but from my State we are con
mimstrator are, as · of the close of June so, agriculture in the last 2 000 years-from tinuously in receipt of letters appealing 
1947, vested in the Secretary of the Treasury; · · · ' f · "'Wh t · 
the Reconstruction Finance corporation 18 the days. of Cmcinnatus dow~ to the or serVIce, . y canno we have the 
authoriZed and directed to transfer, as of the present t1me-which have contnbuted so REA? Why cannot I be connected? 

· close of June 30, 1947, to the secretary o:f the generously to the health and comfort and Why cannot you run a line down to my 
Treasury and the Secretary of the Treasury is happiness and prosperity of the Ameri- farm?" There is a universal demand 
authoriZed and directed to receive all loans can fa.rm, and especially the American throughout the country for this service. 
outstanding on that date, plus accrued un- home. · I mention the home especial]¥, The gratifying part of it is that it does 
paid interest, theretofore made to the Ad- because it is to the women and children not cost the Federal Government a cent. 
ministrator under the provisions of this act, of the family it renders its greatest serv- All of this money is comincr back. It is 
and all notes and other evidences thereof . 
and all obligations constituting the security ice and upon whom it bestows its choicest not given, but lent-and on good security. 
therefor. The secretary of the Treasury shall blessings. My friends, why should we deny the 
cancel notes of the Reconstruction Finance It ·offers the solution of one of the na- farmer's wife and children this great 

. Corporation, and sums due and unpaid upon tional problems of the day. There has boon of modern civilization? Why 
or in connection with such notes at the time been an alarming drift of population should we refuse them when it costs the 
of such cancellation, in an amount equal to from the country to the cities. All that Government nothing and will be paid 
the unpaid principal of the loans so trans- . . h back w1'th interest? · 
:rerred, plus accrued unpaid interest through is best m national c a~acter 1s reared on · 
June 30, 1947. subsequent to June 30, 1947, the farm and exemplified in the farm Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation family. Economists and statesmen have that debate on the pending amendment 
shall make no further ioans or advances to studied the problem for a generation. a'nd all amendments to the REA title in 
the Administrator; and the Secretary of the And here is the answer. Through the the bill close in 15 minutes. 
Treasury is hereby authorized and directed, medium of REA we are bringing heat, Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I hope 
1n lieu of the ReconstJ:"uctiqn Finance Cor- light and power to the farmstead-and the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DIRK-
pora-tion, to lend or advance to the Admin- ' . SEN] will not insist on that motion. 
1strator, in accordance with the provisions of at a rate. the. farmer can pay: At ~ast we The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
this subsection 3 (a)' any unobligated or un- are oft'ermg mduc~ments which Wlll keep . the motion of the gentleman from Dli
advanced balances of the sums which the the young generatwn down on the farm. 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation has But the success of this grea~ program nois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 
theretofore been authorized and directed to is menaced by the curtailment of funds The motion was agreed to. 
lend t~ the Administrator. For the purpose with which to finance its expansion. In
of ~akmg loans or ·advances pursuant to this stead of recommending appropriations 
sectwn, the Secretary of the Treasury is au- . . 
thorized to use as a public-debt transaction SUffiCient to meet Its barest needs, the 
the proceeds from the · s~le of. any securities committee is proposing to deny money 
issued und.et: ~~~ L~\ec~~~,-~~b,g3tY. . ~-~~~ Act, needed both for loa?S to farmers and, for 

RURAL ELECTRIFICATION 

Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, I am 
asking for the adoption of this amend
ment to give to the REA not the 
$361,000,000 the co-ops say they need. 
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Frankly, that 1s what I should ·uke to 
see done. But to give the $300,000,000 
that the head of the REA asked for. 

Let us see what the situation is. You 
have $340,000,000 already allocated. 
They talk about this fund or this amount 
being provided. It is already allocated, 
and your farmers who have not asked for 
and been allotted funds will not be taken 
care of unless this amendment is adopted. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RANKIN. Yes. 
Mr. JENSEN. Am I to . understand 

that the present Bureau of the Budget 
·reduced the request of the REA by 
$50,000,000? 

Mr:RANKIN. That is right. 
Mr. JENSEN; Before it came to the 

Congress? 
Mr. RANKIN. Yes, sir. And I do not 

propose to have the Bureau of the Budg
et legislate for me on rural electrifica
tion legislation. When the Steelman or-

. der was issued it paralyzed rural elec
trification; · I took the proposition up 

. With the President and got that order 
· changed in order that we m:ight proceed 
to electrify the farm homes of the Nation. 

Frankly, the co-ops in my d}strict have 
been fairly well cated for. I doubt if they 

_· will get a dollar of this money, because 

they have already secured their loans. 
But your people are going to need every 

' dollar of this money. You have provided 
for $225,000,000. There will be $270,-
000,000 of applications by the 30th day 
of June to cover that $225,000,000. And 

. . $30,000,000 worth of applications are 
coming in every month. That means 
that by the first of the year you will 
have more than enough applications to 
absorb this entire $300,000,000. 

Remember, this is not money that you 
are giving to anybody. · Every dollar of 
this money comes back with interest. 
Not only that, but it is enriching the 
farm homes of America, and therefore 
enriching the Nation. -

You are stimulating the pride of the 
farm women. You are relieving the 
drudgery on the farms and in the farm 
homes. This money will do more good 
than any other money provided in this 
bill. Nothing we have ever done for the 
American farmer has been worth· as 
much to him as rural electrification. 

For the first time in the-history of .this 
· country the rural children are rushing 
through school to · get back hQ_me, 
whereas 15 years ago they were rushing 
through school'to get away from home. 

This is building up our own country. 
It is building your · State and mine. 

There is .. no . politics in it.- . .It does not 
matter whether you are a Republican 

· or a Democrat, the light looks the same. 
Your people are clamoring for it. The 
fact is that some of your States have 
far surpassed my State in the use of the 
·money that has already been provided. 
. But if you cut this down:-to-.$225,000,000, 
we are already assured that there will 
be cooperatives turned away for want 
of funds, which will result in slowing 
down the greatest program ever estab
lished for the benefit of the American 
farmers. · 

If I did not feel so deeply on this 
proposition, if I had not . gone. through 
this :fight for the last 15 years, if I had 
not been in contact with -the farmers 
of every State in this Union, if I had 
not seen what rural electrification was 
doing, I would not be standing here 
now making this fight at the end of a 
hectic day when you are all tired and 
want to get out. But I say to you it is 
necessary that this . amendment be 
adopted in order to ·provide funds, not 
to ·give to somebody, but to enable our 

· farmers · to help themselves. For your 
information, I am inserting a table show
ing the progress we have made in rural 
electrification since I began this :fight. 

The matter referred to follows -: 

Rural Electrification Administration: Number and. percent of farms receiving central-station electric service, by St~tes, 
1934, 1940, 1945, and. 1946 

- -
Increase 
in elec-

Farm.c; receiving Farms reeaiving Farms receiving trifled 
central-station central-station central-station farms 
electric service, electric service, electric service, from 

State, division, and Dec. 31. 1934 1 Apr. 1, 1940 a June 30, 1945 I 
Dec. 31, 
1934, to territory June 30, 

1945 
: 

Number Per- Number Per- Number Per- Percent cent 2 cent' cen~ 6 

Maine. ______ -------------- 13,959 33.3 20,221 51.9 'Zl, 087 64.2 94.0 
New Hampshire _______ ; ___ 9,495 53.7 10,845 65.5 15-,298 8}.4 · 61.1 
Vermont _____ --~----------- 7, 945 29.4 12, 213 51.8 1~. 016 71.4 138.1 Massachusetts _____________ 14,494 41.3 26, 220 · 82.2 33,'281 89. 9 129.7 Rhode Island ______________ 1, 975 45.6 2,45-7 81.5 3,148 87.4 59.4 
Connecticut._.------------ 10,138 31.5 16,995 80.3 20, 155 90.6 98.8 

New England ________ 58,006 36.7 88,951 65.8 117,891 78.4 103.2 
---New York _________________ 57,825 32.7 102, 283 66.7 125,433 sa. 9 116.9 

New JerseY--- ----------~-- 15,162 51.6 21,298 82. 4 23,697 90.4 56.3 Pennsylvania ______________ 45,1.82 23.6 94,081 . 55.7 125,612 73. 1 178.0 
---

Middle Atlantic _____ 118, 169 29.7 217, 662 62.5 'Z74, 742 79.1 132.5 
---

Ohio __ • ___ ---_-- __ --------- 48,048 18.8 137,680 58.9 165,387 75.0 244.2 
Indiana •.•• ~--------------- 23,476 11.7 91,127 49.4 125,931 71.6 436.4 lllinois __ ___________________ '28,379 12.3 80,027 37.5 121,771 59.6 329.1 
Michigan. __ ------ ____ ----- 42,152 21.4 131,126 69.9 146,325 83.5 247.1 
Wisconsin._--------------- 39,206 19.6 87, 506 46.9 123,006 69.2 213.7 

East North CentraL 181,261 16. 7 · 5-'Zl, 516 52.4 682,420 71.5 276.5 

Minnesota _________ • _______ 13,783 6.8 50,075 . 25.4 93,208 49.3 576.3 
Iowa _____ ------------------ 32,047 14.4 73,308 34.4 133,113 63.7 315.4 
Missouri. .. __ -------------- 17,893 6.4 39,204 15.3 77,852 32.0 335.1 North Dakota _____________ 1, 968 2.3 3, 218 4.4 7,498 10.8 '281.0 South Dakota _____________ 2,939 3. 5 3,9!H 5.5 8,964 13.0 205.0 
Nebraska.----------------- 9,544 7.1 22,832 18.9 39,120 35.0 310.0 
Kansas._. __ --------------- 13,224 7.6 27,960 17.9 46,056 32.6 248.3 

West North CentraL 91,398 7. 7 220,578 20.2 405,811 39,3 344.0 

Delaware __________________ 1, 791 17.3 3,545 39.4 5,650 60.8 215.5 
Maryland .. --------------- 6, 791 15.3 17,170 40.7 24,124 58.4 255.2 
Virginia .. _---------------- 14,954 7.6 . 42,144 24.1 65,035 37.6 334.9 West Virginia _____________ . 3,647 3.5 ~.199 25.4 39,148 40.1 973.4 
North Carolina ____________ 9,672 3.2 67,627 24.3 113,574 39.5 1, 074.3 
South Carolina ____________ 3, 796 2.3 'Zl, 568 20.0 55,114 37.3 1,351. 9 
Georgia .. ------------ ..... _ 6,956 2.8 42,409 19.6 82,248 36.4 1,082.4 
Florida._--------- --_______ 5, 700 7.8 15,476 24.9 24,750 40.5 334.2 

---South Atlantic ______ _ 53,307 4.6 241,138 . 23. 7 409,643 39.3 668.5 
---

Footnotes at end o! table. 

Increase Increase-
in elec- in elec-

Farms receiving trifled trifled 
central-station farms farms 
electric service, from from 
June 30; 1946 I Dec. 31, Dec. 31, 

1934, to 1934, to 
June~o •. June 30, 

1946 1946 
·' ' 

Number Per- Percent Number cent 6 

29,072 68.9 108.3 15,113 
16,054 85.5 69.1 6,559 
21,857 82.5 175.1 13,912 
34,071 92. 1 135. 1 19,577 
3, 248 90.1 64.5 1, 273 

21,133 95.0 108.5 10,995 

125,435 83.5 116.2 67,429 

134,237 89.8 132.1 76,412 
24,656 94.0 . 62.6 9,494 

136,388 79..4 201.9 91,206 

295, '281 85.'0 149.9 177,112 

182,424 82.7 279.7 134,376 
137,369 78.1 485.1 113,893 
134,890 66.0 375.3 106,511 
153,725 87.7 264.7 111,573 
137,751 77.5 251.4 98,545 

746,159 78.2 311.6 564,898 

106,284 56.2 671.1 92,501 
155,1506 74: 4 385.2 123,459 
97,942 40.3 447.4 80,049 
8,601 12.4 337.0 6,633 

10,143 14.8 245.1 7, 204 
40,689 36.4 326.3 31,145 
51,273 36.3 '287. 7 38,049 

470,438 45.6 414.7 379,040 

6,357 68.-4 254.9 4,566 
26,990 65.-3 297. 4 20,199 
77,786 44.9 420.2 62,832 
44,137 45.2 1, 110.2 40,490 

131,378 43.7 1, 258.3 121,706 
63, 2'Z7 42.8 1, 565.6 59,431 
95, 7'Zl 42.4 1, 276.2 88,771 
30,792 50.3 440.2 25,092 

476,394 45.7 793.6 423,087 

Farms receiving 
central-station 

.. electric service, 
Dec. 31; 19~6 -

Number · Per-
cent 6 

30, 165 71.5 
16,605 88.4 
23,708 89.5 
34,647 93.6 
3, 308 91.8 

21, 251 95.5 

129,684 86.3 

- 137,986 92.3 
24,851 94.7 

141,544 82.4 

304,381 87.6 

191,190 86. 7 
142,857 81.2 
141,929 69. 5 
158, 109 90.2 
144,365 81.2 

778,450 81'.6 

110,800 58.6 
163, 278 78.1 
108,786 44.8 

9,451 13.6 
10,866 15.8 
40,378 36.1 
54,231 38.4 

497,790 48.2 

6,452 69.4 
30,036 72.7 
84,S54 49.0 
48,331 49.5 

-41,237 49.1 
68,147 46.1 

103,531 45.8 
32,389 53.0 

514,977 49.4 

Increase 
in elec-
trifled 
farms 
from 

Dec. 31, 
1934, to 
Dec. 31, 

1946 
- ·--
Percent 

---
116.1 
74.9 

198.4 
139.0 
67.5 

' 109.6 
---

123.6 

138.6 
63.9 

213.3 
---

157.6 
---

297.9 
508.5 
400.1 
'Z75.1 
268. 

329. 

2 

5 
---

703. 9 
409.5 
508.0 
380.2 
269.7 
323.1 
310.0 ---
444.6 

260. 2 
342.3 
467.4 

1,225. 2 
1,360. 2 
1,695. 
1,388. 

468. 

2 
3 
2 

---
866.1 

= 
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Rural Electrification Administration: Number and percent of tarm3 receiving central-station electric service, by States, 

1934, 1940, 1945, and 1946-Continued 

Increase Increase Increase Increase .. inelec- in elec· in elec- in elec-. Flums receiving Farms receiving Farms receiving tri fled Farms receiving trifled trifled Farms receiving trified 
farms farms farms central-station farms central-station central-station central-s tation from central-st.at ion from from from electric service, electric service, electric service, D.er . . 31, electric service, Dec. 31, Dec. 31, electric service, Dec. 31 , State, division, and Dec. 31. J 934. 1 Apr. 1, 1940 a June 30, 1945• 1934, to June 30, 1946 • 1934, to 1934, to Dec. 31, 1946 s 1934, to 

tenit-Qry .June 30, June30, June 30, Dec. 31, 
1945 1940 1946 . 1940 

Number Per- Number Per- Number Per- Percent Number Per- Percent Number Number Per- Percent cent' cent • cent 8 cent e cent ' 

-- ---
Kentorky _ -------•-------- 8,480 3.0 38,607 15.3 72,602 30.4 756.2 87,791 36.8 93.5.3 79,311 94,571 39.7 1, 015.2 
Tennessee . •• -------------- 9,727 3. 6 3R,884 15. 7 71,4.'i8 30.5 634.6 83,381 35.6 757.2 73, 654 87, 487 37.8 799.4 Alabama ___ ________________ 11,053 4.0 33, !l07 14.6 73,129 32.7 M1.6 8&,564 38.8 683.2 75, .su 94,133 42.1 751.7 
Missis:ippi. --------------- 2. 8()2 . .9 26,078 9.0 62,816 20.0 1, 784.9 64,435 24.5 2, 199.6 61, 633 75,047 28.5 2, 578. 3 --------

East South CentraL. 32,062 2.8 137,476 13.4 270,005 28.1 742.1 322,171 33.6 904.8 290,109 351,238 36.6 995.5 
---

9.8 Arkansas __ ---------------- 2,943 1.2 21, 3o:~ 46, 149 23.2 1,4~.1 ffi,102 31.8 2. 044.1 60,159 68,558 34. -~ 2,.229. 5 Louisiana _________________ 2, 826 1.7 16,058 10.7 86,778 28.4 ],201.4 49,239 38.1 1, 642.4 46,413 54, 9.'33 42.5 ],843.8 Oklahoma __ _______________ 5,648 2.6 20, 149 11 . 2 49,473 30.0 775. 9 64,548 39.2 1,042. 8 58,000 70,134 42.. 6 1,141. 7 
Texas·--·-----------------· 11,466 2.3 79, 127 18.9 162, 290 42.2 1,315.4 196,910 51.1 1, 617.3 185,444 212,508 55.2 1, 753.4 

---
West South CentraL 22,883 2.0 136,637 14.2 294,690 33.6 1,187.8 373.799 42.6 1, 533.5 350,916 4()6,133 46.3 1, 674.8 

Montana.--------------·--- 2,768 5.5 7,947 19.0 11,401 30.2 311.9 13,497 35. 8 387.6 10,729 14,299 37.9 416.6 
Idaho ... -- ----- ••. --------- 13,433 29.8 25,439 58.3 32,139 71.4 139.3 3{,733 83.7 158.ti 21,300 35,644 85.9 165. 3 
Wyoming ••• ----- --------·- 5Tl 3.0 3, 474 23. 1 5, 632 43.1 008.7 6,283 .48.0 1, 092.2 5, 7.56 6,-485 49. 6 1,130. 6 
Colorado._---------------- 7,145 11.2 14,' 823 28. 8 ,24,637 51.7 244.8 28,133 59.1 293.7 20,988 29,986 113.0 319.7 New M exico _______________ 1,350 3. 3 4,479 13.1 7,645 25.7 •s 10,250 34.5 659.3 8,900 10,618 35.8 686.5 
Ar:izona ___ ____ __ . - --------- 5, 577 29.6 . 5,607 30. 4 9, 280 70.6 66.4 9,.594 73. 0 72.0 4,017 10,703 81.4 91.9 
Utah.--------------------- 16,130 52.5 17,411 68.5 20,019 76.1 24. 1 20,762 78.9 28.7 4,632 20, 872 79.3 29.4 
Nevada _______ -----------··-· 946 25. 6 1, 555 43.5 1,639 47.8 73.3 1, 713 5().0 81.1 767 1, 838 53. 6 94.3 

Mountain.--------- 47,876 17.6 80,735 34.6 112,392 52.9 134.8 124,965 58.8 161.0 77,089 130,445 61.4 172.5 

Washington _______________ 40,060 47.5 58,283 71.4 68,.194 85.4 10.2 72,388 90.6 M-7 32,328 74,670 93. 5 86.4 
Ore~ on . _------------------ 17,839 27.5 36, 369 58: 8 48,635 77.0 172.6 51,857 82.1 190.7 34,018 52,802 83.6 196.0 
California .•• -----·---------- 81,093 53.9 107,904 81 •. 3 121,873 87.7 5().3 123,246 88.7 fi2.0 42~ 153 124,036 89. 3 53. 0 

---Pacific _______________ 138,992 46..4 202,556 '73.3 238,702 84.7 71.7 247,491 87.8 78.1 108,499 251, 508 89.2 81.0 
- -- :-:--

10.91 47.91 United States ________ 743,954 1, 853,249 30.4 2, 806,296 'D7.2 3,182, 133 54.3 827.7 2, 438,179 3,364,006 57.4 352.3 

J Eqison Electric ,Institute. · 
'Percent of all farms in State as shown by 1935 United States census of agriculture 
• 1940 United States census. -
'Percent of all farms in State as shown by 1940 United States census. . 
6 REA estimates, rev1sed 1947, based on final United StateS census of agriculture, 194.\ 
• Percent or all farms in State as shown_ by 1945 United .states census of agriculture. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

The gentleman from Wisconsin rMr. 
O'KONSKI] is recognized for 1% minutes .. 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, I 
want to endorse wholeheartedly the sen
timents of the gentleman from Missis
sippi fMr. RANKIN J. I do not think there · 
is a single agency in the history of Amer
ica that has contributeq so much to the 
welfare of the people of America as the 
REA. I think we should look at the 
record they have set. Right now, for 
instance, their payments are $20,000,000 
in advance of what they owe on their 
loan. You show me another agency or 
show me any agency in any foreign coun
try where the repayments exceed by $20,-
000,000 what they owe the Government. 
With that kind of a record I think the 
committee should have accepted their 
terms without equivocation and without 
pressure from any source. I do not think · 
the Bureau of the Budget should have 
cut the original demand. 

Figures do not lie but there are too 
many liars who can figure. Figures can 
be made to prove anything. It is like 
the case of the family which had four 
children and they were discussing 
whether or not they should have five. 
The wife said she did not want a fifth · 
child ·because statistics - showed that · 
every fifth child born was a Chinaman, 
and she did not want any Chinaman. 

Let me !tive you some statistics. The 
difference between what the REA re-

quested. and what the committee allowed 
is the difference between whether or not 
135,000 farmers in the United States of 
America are going to be connected with 
electricity in the coming fiscal year. I 
think that the $5,000,000 to connect 135,-
000 farmers is well worth while. Let us 
put on the lights in America before we 
keep the lights burning all over the world. 

The budget estimates provide for 
$250,000,000 in loan funds and $5,600,000 
in administrative funds. The House bill · 
provide for $225,000,000 in loan funds 
and $4,000,000 in administrative funds. 
These reductions below the budget esti
mates will seriously retard the progress 
of rural electrification and delay, for at 
least another year, the extension of elec
tricity to 135,000 rural consumers. 

The slow-down in the program will 
come at a time when the 2,500,000 farm
ers still without electricity are more · 
keenly desirous of electrifying their 
farms than ever before. By July 1 the 
backlog of applications on hand will · 
amount to $270,000,000 and will be ac
cumulating at the rate of $30,000,000 per 
month. Farmers are insistently de
manding the extension of electric power 
lines with which to modernize their liv
ing and working conditions. Construc
tion materials required for rural power . 
lines are becoming increasingly available. 
A reduction in REA funds will curtail 
the rural electrification program in wP.at 
otherwise would unquestionably be by 
far the year of its greatest expansion. 

The reduction in funds for salaries and 
expenses-amounting to $1,600,000-will 
have the efl'ect of hampering program 
operations in the three major fields of 
activity-making loans, supervising con
struction, and protecting the Govern
ment's investment. 

At the present time REA is striving to 
make loans to bring electric service to 
farmers in all sections of the country, 
even going into new sections in which 
little or no rural electrification develop
ment had been attempted prior to 1935. 
The reduction in lending operations will 
mean that the bulk of the loans will have 
to go to areas where the feasibility of 
rural electrification can be easily estab
lished; other communities that desire 
electricity just as much, but where more 
intensive preliminary studies must be 
made, will have to w~it. 

Un.der the agency's present program. 
it is estimated that about 198,000 miles 
of rural high lines could be completed in 
1948. The committee reductions will 
bring this downward to an estimated 
150,000 miles. 

The agency will have the responsi
bility of servicing and safeguarding a 
billion dollars' worth of Government 
funds which have been lent to more than 
1,000 borrowers. The successful opera
tion of the eleCtric systems so financed 
constitutes the real security for the Gov
ernment. Iil the past, REA's counsel and 
advice-of a type-which is available only 

/ 
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from this ·agency-have enabled ·bor
rowers to cope with the management and 

- operating problems to the extent that 
successful operations and prompt repay
ment have been the result. The per
centage of farms electrified has increased 
from 11 percent to 57 percent in the last 
.12 years. Today advance payments on 
REA's loans amount to approximately 
$20,000,000, while delinquencies are neg
ligible. So far the record has been out
standing. To curtail the program at this 
time invites a serious threat to a similar 
record in the future. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman f·rom Wisconsin has expired. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. PoAGE] fort% .minutes. 

Mr. POAGE. Mr. Chairman, in 1 '12 
minutes which the chairman of the sub
committee has so generously allowed to 
each of us who have expressed an inter
est in REA, I think I have just about 
enough time to call the attention of the 
American people to the interest that the 
great Republican Party has shown in 

-:keeping the lights burning in rural Amer
ica. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. POAGE. No. The committee has 
very generously allotted me a minute.and 
a half to speak for the rural people who 
want lights and cannot get them. I am 
sorry I cannot spend that time on the 
gentleman from Iowa. The committee 

. has most generously expended 15 min
utes of its valuable time considering the 
question of providing light and power for 
all the farming people of America-a 
touching tribute to their interest in rural 
people. Think of it, my friends, the 
chairman of the subcommittee, sup
ported almost unanimously by the mem
bership of the majority party, has t alt:en 
official action and has, as this record will 
reflect, decided that lights and power 

. for farm people are worthy of exactly 15 
minutes' time. Why, my friends, I am 
surprised to see such tremendous inter 
est shown in the farming people of 
America. Full 15 minutes, not cut short 
to 12 or 14 minutes but full15 minutes, to 
be devoted to the American farmer. I 
am delighted to see that the Republican . 
Party was willing to even recognize that 
there are farmers who still use kero
sene lamps. I am sorry to see that the 
majority party gives every indication of 
refusing to provide money with which 
to enable these farmers to borrow enough 
to get lights. Mr. Chairman, to show my 
appreciation of the overwhelming gen
erosity of the subcommittee chairman 
in the matter of time, I yield back the 
remaining two seconds of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
HOBBS]. 

Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, I ask · 
unanimous consent to· revise and extend 
my remarks at each point in the ·RECORD 
where I spoke today. · 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOBBS. Mr. Chairman, the 

money represented by this cut -will re
move skilled and experienced engineers, 
competent scientists . in the electrical 

field, who have done absolutely wonder- and make recommendations tto the FCC 
ful things for America. on technical matters based on the best 

Mr. VURSELL. Mr. Chairman, will engineering practices, in the proper ap-
the gentleman yield? plication of radio communication. by the 

Mr. HOBBS. I cannot yield when I many services who have -.need for th~s 
only have a minute and a half. Too type of service. It has b.een only recently 
frequently I yield to my own hurt. that the pow~r utility group has been 

To give you an illustration, the cost of recognized by the FCC as a_.public serv
a transformer to reach up to the high- ant which needs radio serv;ices for the 
power line and bring the electricity down protection of health and property. REA 
so it can be connected with a dairy or proJects are par-ticularly interested in 
farmhouse was $1,500 until REA came. this activity. . The use of radio in the 
Now, through the skill of two men on operation of rural power systems offers 
the force, that is going to be eliminated a tool in which the operator himself 
entirely by this cut; the cost of trans- will be able to dispatch the maintenance 
formers has been reduced to $20 apiece. crews expeditiously to · the location 
They have been able to do away with so where an emergency exists. This, in 
many poles that it is estimated they have effect, is a protection to life and prop
saved a million dollars by plowing one erty. It is well to point eut here that the 
shallow furrow and laying the line under- greater part of the rural power lines ex
ground. They have invented a mar- tend· into remote areas· which do not now 
velous means of giving farmers utterly have adequate communication facilities. 
without telephone lines or service, tele- This is definitely a ·handicap. in the op
phone service by "hitchhiking" on light eration of rural power systems because 
or power lines. This works .better than valuable time is lost in restor-ing service 
regular telephone lines. Such geniuses after it has been interrupted. An inter
in REA are to be fired by reason of these ruption to a farm' ·power user results in 
cuts. a direct finanCial loss to him. 

Technical consultation, standardiza- · · Further, this section has been respon
tion and research activities dealing with sible for a reduction·in transformer core 
rural power systems is a continuous and losses which has resulted in a saving of 
necessary activity and is the very founda- many thousands of dollars annually in 
tion for the · design, construction, :and the purchase of wholesale power . . These 
operation of an electric system. Unlike are only a few items to· indicate what has 
services such as engineering, bookkeep- been accomplished by this section. 
ing, legal advice, and so fprth, it cannot The need for .. basic engineering on 
be contracted for locally by the indivi-. rural power circuits will always exist . 
dual REA borrowers. These services can Very little fs known abo·ut load charac
only be carried out on an over-all na- teristics on rur·al circuits. Insufficient · 
tional scale by specially trained engineers data -is available for use in the future 
thoroughly familiar with the power in- design of rural power lines because the 
dustry. For ex21,mple, the - Consumers nature and type of load are practically 
Service Section, Technical Standards unknown. _The REA-financed systems 
Division of REA has been charged with offer one of the best laboratories for ob
the responsibility of conducting basic en- · taining this information. 
gineering studies of rural power systems, · Inductive coordination problems have 
for the ·purpose of reducing costs and · been very successfully handled by the 
improving the quality of electric service Consumers Service· Section. The nature 
to the farm power users. · of this work deals with interference from 

Because of the reduced REA budget as power lines to communication circuits~ 
recommended by the House committee such as telephone, telegraph, and radio. 
this important function will be abolished Through good engineering practices both 
or curtailed to such an extent that this power and communication circuits have 
type of service will be lost to rural power been so coordinated that .. the average 
systems. Here is how the reduced budget . layma:rt has never known that ·such a 
affects this section. Sixty percent of the problem existed. Of necessity, both 
engineering positions will be abolished, power and communication circuits must 
including that of the section head. This be designed and constructed to operate 
particular section has demonstrated its with the least amount of interference to 
value by reducing the cost in the opera- . each other so that the best quality of 
tion of rural power systems by sponsoring service may be rendered to the rural 
the development and improvement of population. It has been demonstrated 
such equipment as oil circuit reclosers. on many occasions by engineers of long 
This development alone has resulted in experience that the coordination of pow
an annual savings of operating expenses er and communication circuits can be 
of well over a million dollars on those operated in the same area. It must be 
projects who are now using this type of remembered that it requires highly 
equipment. Considerable improvement skilled technicians to attain 'this objec
in these reclosers can be made only by tive. 
engineers who are familiar with switch- Much has been said in recent years re
gear design and performance and of garding telephone service in rural areas, 
power system operation. which was probably brought about in the 

At the present time thk: section has use of mechanical and electrical equip
been actively engaged in the work be- menton the farm. Senator LisTER HILL, · 
ing carried on by the Radio Technical Alabama, has introduced a bill in Con
Planning Board, which was created at gress for a Rural Telephone Administra
the suggestion of the Chairman of the · tion. This created· a challenge to the 
Federal Commun;cations Commission. power and coinm.unication engineers, 
This Board is composed of the radio and - . and, as published in a recent electrical 
power industry representatives. The engineering journal,, the author pointed 
purpose of this Board is to consult with out that it is . bein'g attacked rigorously 
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from three angles·: First, ~ there is great 
activity in the extension of direct-wire 
c·ommunlcations to the farm; second, in
tensive studies are being made and ex
periments ·carriea on in the joint wire 
use of power poles for telegraph and tele
phone poles·· for ·-power; third, intensive 
experiments · are ·being carried on in the 
joint use Of carrier telephones on power 
lines to render telephone service to farm
ers who have electric power service. This 
third item is generally known as tele
phone conversation hitchhiking over 
power lines. Tl:lis is another instance 
where the Consumers Service Section 
has contributed toward improving living 
standards in the rural areas. 

The . CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes ·the gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
MURDOCK]. 

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, we 
. ·have heard on this floor many, many 
' times that in Japan 90 percent of the 

rural farms are electrified. That is not 
by any means the condition with us. It 
is true that rural electrification has 
spread rapidly in this .country, but ! .tell 
you, Mr. Chairman, without the aid of 
this REA less than half of the rural 
farms now electrified wouid never have 
been electrified-and that in the home
land of Thoma~ A. Edison. 

We know very well that municipalities 
are by law given preference, and co
operatives are given preference in the 
purchase of power_produced by Govern
ment plants. If you want to carry out 
the plain intent of the law you must · 
provide more money for REA. Yo'!l will 
hamper it by cutting down this part 
of the program, and that is equivalent to 
nullifying the law we have already 
passed giving preference to REA for 
power produced at Government dams. 

Every move to minimize the amount 
of money available to REA, or, as in this 
case, to reduce the amount of money 
available for administration, reduces by 
that much the number .of REA projects, 
and the number of farmers not now sup
plied with electricity, that will be sup
plied. With our modern equipment it is 
possible to pl'oduce much more elec
tricity than we have ever formerly pro
duced. Especially is that true at the 
great dams on our rivers. I contend 
that those who want to restrict the out
put of hydroelectric power and restrict 
its availability to farmers are in effect 
bringing about a scarcity which can ben
efit no one excepting possibly the utilities 
who would serve a small fraction of the 
nearest farmers by taking the cream of 
the prospects, leaving the great majority 
unserved. · 

As I indicated, we have written into 
the law and it is on the statute books 
that preference shall be given in the sale 
of cheap power from Government dams 
to municipalities and to REA coopera
tives in the disposition of such power. I 
know who have fought enacting such 
provislons during the years that I have 
been· in Congress, and I know that, re
-gardless of their professions of interest 
in aiding farmers, they can, without out
right repeal of those liberal 1 preference 
laws, through minimizing or limiting ap
propriations for ·~REA, make it possible 
to have the same effect as . an outright 
repeal of suc~i s~atl,t,t~s\voUld be. · I · have 

xcnr-38o · ·-

no desire to inJure the priyate production 
of power and I am willing to prqtect th~ 
property rights of such as have pioneered 
utilities in new communities, but I will 
not go so far as to strengthen their mo
nopolistic control by limiting the rural 
electrification program. 

The gentleman from Missouri and the 
gentleman from Mississippi have made 
eloquent appeals. I wish we had more 
time to present tl}is case. 

I hope the amendment will be adopted. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Arizona has expired. 
The gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 

WILLIAMS] is recognized . . 
RURAL ELECTRIFICATION 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
unalterably opposed to the slash which 
has been made in funds for rural elec
trification. And it is utterly ridiculous 
for our friends on the right to point to 
the cutting of thes·e funds as a saving 
for the American ·taxpayer, because 
every dollar of this appropriation will be . 
repaid into the United States Treasury 
with interest, and the American people 
will not lose a dime. This kind of econ
omy is as phony as a $3 bill. 
' Mr. Chairman, in 1934, only 10 percent 
ef America's farms were electrified. 
And yet today, primarily through the 
splendid efforts and cooperative manage
ment of the REA, more than 52 percent 
of the rural homes enjoy the comforts 
and .advantages of electricity. No pro
gram ever conceived or enacted by C'on
gress has meant more to the American 
farmer, and I heartily and sincerely ad
vocate not only its continuance, but also 
its expansion. 
' Remember, Mr. Chairman, and C9m
mittee members, tbat it is the rural citi
zen who ·produces so that the urban 
citizen may · have food and clothing. 
Certainly he is entitled to at least a few 
of the comforts and conveniences now 
enjoyed by his brothers in the cities. 
The way to provide this comfort is 
through rural electrification. 

Every dollar spent by REA is an in
vestment in the future of America. 
- The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. WINSTEAD] is 
recogniz=d for 1% minutes. 

Mr. WINSTEAD. I wish to say merely 
that down in my section of Mississippi 
my people do not share in the great flood
control projects of the hill sections; we 
did not reap the financial benefits of the 
war-production programs that have been 
going on. We are a rural area, com
posed largely of small home and farm 
owners. They had the initiative and in
genuity to make their living without gov
ernment assistance before they would go 
on the relief rolls during depression. 

If you want to centralize your entire 
population from the rural areas to the 
cities, where your housing problems are 
so desperate, just continue as you are 
going in this bill-fail to electrify the 
homes in the rural sections of the coun
try; If you want to encourage people 
to go back to the farms and to the rural 
sections, give them cheap electric power 
and roads. Then you will have no trouble 
about your population having concen
~rated in the cities where they give so 
much trouble.-

The people in my State have had de
posit-s up for 6 years and have looked 
iorward to the day when the war would 
be over so that they might have their 
hgmes electrified. That same thing is 
true throughout the country. They ex
pect, and are entitled to, the comforts 
and benefits of electricity. . . 

Remember, Mr. Chairman, this is not 
a gifti this is a loan, and the Govern
ment cannot lose. The· Government is 
taking _no chanc~ in _providing funds to 
continue and extend rural electrification. 

This amendment should pass; it is an 
investment in America's future. 

The CHAffiMAN. Th_e Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi 
[Mr. WHITTEN]. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I have 
taken quite a bit of time in the consider
ation of this bill, but, being a member 
of this subcommittee, I regret that our 
distinguished chairm~n saw fit to limit 
debate and that I have such a short time 
to di~cuss such an . important subject 
as rural electrification . . The majority 
members of this committee said. that they 
would grant approximately . all of the 
funds that were requested for loans, but 
then cut the adminis.trative expe·nses by 
about one-third. Actually, it has been 
stated here that the reduction in. loan 
authority of $2"5,000,000 will mean the 
elimination next year of 135;000 miles of 
rural lines. · I say to you the Republican 
members of this committee have seri
ously hampered the expansion of this 
program when they cut down the ad
ministrative expense. · Every move in the 
construction of a line clears through the 
administration of this agency in Wash
ington. From the time the application 
is made, and the engineers of the na
tional agency go over the application 
and make the survey, until the line is 
actually constructed, the matter is under 
administrativ.:e authority. 

The amount of administrative funds 
as approved by the House would result 
in reduction of almost 30 percent in the 
personnel of the agency. This reduc
tion would sharply retard the progress 
of rural electrification on the eve of what 
would otherwise be the year of greatest 
accomplishment in the history of the 
program. Specifically, the House reduc
tion would: 

A. Restrict loan allocations to those 
projects requiring least preliminary 
investigation. 
· B. Retard construction. 

C. Decrease the Administration's 
ability to protect the Government's 
$1,000,000,000 investment in existing 
systems. · 

The work of the Rural Electrification 
Administration, including the staff divi
sions as well as the line divisions with 
field personnel, may be classified into the 
three following general categories: 

First. Making loans. 
Second. Building lines. 
Third. Protecting the Government's 

1nvestment. 
PROGRAM IN 1948 COMPARED WITH .PREWAR PEAK 

YEARS 

Although the staff of the agency would 
be reduced by the House bill from the 
present number of 1,100 to approxi
mately 775, · or slightly more than the 
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average employment during the years of 
1939 and 1940, the program of the agency 
in 1948, as shown by the following figures, 
will be at least · three times as large 
as the average of 1939 and 1940, the pre
war peak years. 

Ex-
Average of Estimated cess of 

1939 and 1948 1939 
1940 and 

1940 
c 

Pee. · 
Loan authorizations ___ $90,000,000 $225, 000, 000 150 
Corisumers connected 

per year------------- - 222,500 535,000 140' 
Total consumers con-nected ______________ ' 403 800 2, 454.000 510 
Advance offunds ______ 80, 5oo: 000 340, 000, 000 320 
Total investments _____ 171,600,000 1,065,000,000 520 
Number of REA per-sonneL _______ -~ _____ 735 775 6 

The above table discloses how the 1948 
program is vastly greater than that of 
1939 and 1940. For example:. 

First. The loan authoriZation is $135,-
000,000 greater. 

Second. More· than twice as many 
consumers should be connected during 
1948. . -

Third. Pour times as much money 
will be advanced-a quarter of a billion 
dollar increase. 

Fourth. Not only are the lending and 
construction activities vastly · greater 
than in 1939 and 1940, but also the activ
ities . concerned with safeguarding and 
servicing the Government investment 
are multiplied siXfold. 

Notwithstanding . the administrative 
demands of the largest program REA. 
has faced, the · House bill provides· a re
duction of the existing staff from ap
proximately 1,100 to about '175. This 
compares with an average of 735 who 
carried out the much smaller· program 
in 1.939 and 1940. · 

EFFECT OF HOUSE REDUCTION ON THE 19U 
PaOGRAM 

Specifically, the effect of the reduc
tion in administrative funds <S.s passed 
by the House would be reflected in ·the 
three major functions of the agency as 
follows: 

Loans: There is insistant demand for 
electric service throughout every part of 
the Nation, but in order to loan the 
$225,000,000 passed by the House, with a 
sharp reduction in the REA staff, it will 
be necessary to make rather radical de
partures from the present pattern of 
loan operations. 

Obviously, it will be necessary to re
duce sharply the amount of time and ef
fort . spent in reviewing Joan applica
tions. Therefore, by force of circum
stance, loans will tend to be concentrated 
in those areas where the least intensive 
analysis is required to determine eco
nomic feasibility of the project. That 
will mean that the bulk of the loans will 
go to the older, better established bor
rowers in the economically most favored 
areas. It will simply be necessary to lay 
aside applications from borrowers in 
areas where any additional effort is re
quired in order to determine the feasi
bility of the loan. In other words the 
development of rural electrification, un
der the program re,sulting from the 
House action, would not be on a trUly 
national basis. ~ - . -

Construction: The labor and material 
situation is improving almost daily. 
Given an ·adequate administrative staff 
with which to function, the 1948 con
struction program would surpass by a 
wide margin any previous records for the 
construction of rural power lines. It has. 
been estimated that with our present 
staff it·would be possible to complete the· 
construction of 198,000 miles of line in 
1948. · With staff reductions amounting 
to almost 30 percent, it is estimated that 
it will not be possible to complete mote 
than 150,000 miles in 1948. Every single 
step in the construction program, from 

.. approval of the original plans and speci
fications through inspection of cons.truc
tion to final advance of funds for com
pleted work, will be slowed up. These 
are jobs that must be done. To adopt 
any other course would be costly and un
wise. For instance, simply to reduce 
the amount of engineering assistance 
and supervision would mean that the 
Government would be investing funds in 
electric systems which might or might 
not be adequately designed to· serve as 
the basis for a self-liquidating loan. 

Specifically, a reduction of nearly 30 
percent in the number· of field and office 
engineers of the agency will: 
, First. Delay. the approvai of plans and 

specifications, engineering contracts, ma
terial contracts, construction contracts, 
and the supervision of construction prog
ress · in the field. The result will be to 
slow down construction and the connec
tion of new consumers by about 25 per
cent, and to seriously delay the advance 
of funds with which borrowers meet their 
bills to both contractors and material 
suppliers. In addition, construction costs 
will be higher because the reduced engi
neering staff Will not be able to make 
sufficiently detailed cost studies and re
views of system designs to obtain lowest 
construction and operating costs. 

Second. Delay the approval of plans 
which the cooperatives prepare to meet 
the many technical operating problems 
growing out of the greater demands for 
power which farm people are placing on 
their utility systems. These include such 
problems as sectionalizing studies, volt
age regulations, rephasing, increasing 
substation capacity, and so forth. 

Third. Delay progress in the construc
tion of generating facilities in parts of 
the country where power is rationed at 
the present time or where it is impossible 
to connect new consumers because of in
adequate power supplies. 

Protecting the Government invest
ment: In addition to spearheading the 
largest construction program in history 
during 1948, REA also will have the re
sponsibility for servicing and otherwise 
safeguarding a billion dollars' worth of 
Government funds invested in nearly 
1,000 utility systems operating in 46 
States and two of the Territories. · The 
real security of the Government in these 
systems is based on satisfactory and ef
ficient operation ,of the properties. The 
great bulk of these loans has been made 
to farmer cooperatives whose actual ex
perience in the electric utility business is 
limited , wholly to that gained· from op
erations . ranging from a few months to 
at iriost about 10 years. · Although 1t Is 
the~.policy of REA to Withdraw its coun..;; 

sel and advice as rapidly as its borrowers 
can efficiently) cope ·with their manage-. 
ment and operating problems, the facts 
in the case are -that the multifarious 
problems arising from the · rapid growth 
of the cooperatives during the last few 
years is confronting .even"the most ex
perienced with circumstances in which 
they need specialized assist;e.nce of a kind 
they can obtain only from· REA. 

The average REA-financed system will, 
in 1948, represent an investment of more 
than $1,000,000 with approximately 800' 
miles of line serving 2,500 members: 
Furthermore, in the all-out effort of 
the last dozen years to get power lines 
to as many farm people as possible, many 
of the problems concerned with long
time sound management and the finan
cial welfare of the cooperative have had: 
to be deferred and are now calling for 
REA attention. · 

A reduction of nearly 30 percent in the 
REA staff will reduce the management 
assistance available to the cooperative to 
such a point that personnel will not be 
available in many cases where positive 
action is necessary to prevent Jeopardy 
of the Government's loan, nor will it be 
possible to provide the assistance which 
might prevent such situationS from aris
ing. Audits of borrowers' records, which 
constitute a basic security for this billion
dollat: investment, would be so sharply 
reduced · that we would be able to make 
an adequate check on the financial status 
of our borrowers· on an average of about 
once eve.ry 2 years, whereas good businesS
practice requires more frequent audits; 
Advice and counsel ·on. ·sucli' matters as 
labor relations, . training of system per
sonnel, cooperative organiZation and sys
tem appraisal will have to be drastically 
curtailed. 

With the present REA staff-all in
cluded, administrative, professional, and 
clerical-there is an average of only 
about one person to administer relations 
with a million-dollar borrower. Under 
the. House bill this would be reduced 
nearly 30 percent. 

Do not kid yourselves when you fail 
to provide sufficient funds for the ad
ministration of the REA. You restrict 
the program and you are responsible for 
thousands of farm families being delayed 
in receiving electricity. You will have 
prevented them from finding their lot a 
little easier; their lives a little brighter. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. 
TRIMBLE]. 

Mr. TRIMBLE. Mr. Chairman, I hope 
the amendment will be adopted and the 
authorization for ioans to Rural Elec
trification Administration will be in
creased. In my own district, and I am 
sure the same situation exists in all parts 
of the country, there is a great backlog 
of applications pending for the exten
sion of rural electri:ftcation lines. The 
amount allowed by the committee will 
not begin to take up th'e applications al
ready filed. 

If a gift of money were being asked for 
the various rural electrification co-ops, 
then I coul,d }Vell understa:qd the Oppo
sition of . the comhuttee. But even so, 
just for the sake of ar~ument, let us say 
that it ls a gift:· ·- 1t' :ts ; r»Y co:ntention 

~ ,·~ .... ·-; .!.~~.Jr_..,. ';... ~.u.~_ ~....... '· 
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that it would ·be good business even as 
a gift on tbe part of the Government 
of the United States for three reasons: 

First. It would greatly encourage our 
free-enterprise system because, with the 
extension _ of elec.tric energy, the addi
tion of each new. home and service would 
increase the demand for refrigerators, 
washing machines, stoves, heaters, and 
many other items in the home, thus af
fording. free enterprise an opportunity 
to manufacture and sell additional items, 
thereby adding to their revenue and abil
ity to serve. 

Second. It would encourage the faith 
of the people .in the country which they 
love. 

Third. It. would -bri-ng money into the 
Treasury of the United States by in- . 
creasing production and encouraging in
dustry with the incident increase in 
ta.xes paid in 

As I say, even if it were a gift, it would 
be good business on the part of the Con
gress. 

However, it is not contemplated that 
this money be a gift. It is only an au
thorization for loans to the cooperatives 
to extend their serv-ices to the people 
who have waited so long for such service. 
It has. been the· happy e~perience of the 
Rural Electrification Administration that 
these loans have : been good loans, and· 
they are being repaid with interest and 
many times repaid ahead of due date. 

In addition to the tnterest which the· 
Government receives from the money
it loans, ,.it incr~ases its wealth by rea
s~n of the -tax~s ,col-lected. The little co
operative ·which serves my home sec
tion paid more than $9,000 in taxes last 
year, in addition to the interest which i~ 
paid to the Government on its loans. 

We hear a lot these days about sub
versive activities. If we want to kill off 
subversive activities; the best thing we 
can do is to make our people happy and 
make our own fine system work. I know 
of no single better way to do it than to let 
the cooperatives have all the money they 
need. I mean all they need, to extend 
electric energy to every home and to 
every small industry that does not have 
it now. 

I shall vote for the amendment be
cause I believe it is true economy, even 
looking at it in a cold-blooded, dollars
and-cents manner. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. Chairman, w111 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRIMBLE. I yield to the gen
tleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr. 
RANKIN] to increase the funds for REA 
loans by $25,000,000 and to restore by 
$1,600,000 the appropriation for REA 
administrative purposes. With all other 
Members of this body genuinely inter
ested in the completion of the REA pro
gram, which wuuld bring the great boon 
of electricity to every American farm, I 
thoroughly disagree with and vigorously 
protest against the action of the majority 
of the Appropriations Committee in cut
ting the funds for the maintenance, oper
ation, and expansion of the activities of 
the Rural Electrification ·Adminlstration 
during· the comirig fiScal ·ye·ar. · · · - -

REA IS SELF-LIQUIDATING 

First, let me emphasize that REA is a . 
lending agency-not a spending agency. 
Let me further stress the fact that REA 
is on a sound financial basis and, as the 
record proves, compares most favorably 
with any private lending institution. All 
REA loans are self-liquidating at a flat 
interest rate of 2 percent over an amorti
zation period of 35 years. As of April 
1, 1947, REA had approved loans totaling 
$1,010,037,390 to 1,011 borrowers-of 
which 931 were cooperatives, 40 were pub- · 
lie utility districts, 20 were other public 
bodies, and 20 were commercial power -
companies-and as of the same date 
these borrowers had paid back a total 
of $131,673,620 in principal and interest 
on their loans; of this amount $19,995,641 
represented payments on principal in 
advance of due dates. Payments overdue 
more than 30 days totaled only $1,001,-
014; in other words, less than one-half 
of 1 percent of all REA loans are delin
quent. Insofar as large-scale, Nation
wide financial operations are concerned, 
that record speaks for itself. 

REA LIGHTENS FARM BURDEN 

Every Member of this House who has 
accorded any study to the background of 
the operatiQns of the Rural Electrifica
tion Administration understands and ap
preciates that · the activities of this 
agency developed out of the needs of the 
American farmer and his family who, of 
all groups in our national economy, are 
the hardest, most· diligent, and conscien
tious workers. Rural electrification is 
the means by which the major share of 
the burden of manual labor-the real 
drudgery-entailed in operating a farm 
is trahsferred from the muscles and back 
of the farmer to power-driven farm ma
chinery and equipment; it is the means 
by which the numerous household tasks 
of his wife are made easier, and through 
which their home and barh are instantly 
and adequately illuminated. It is, indeed, 
the miracle that has contributed more 
substantially to .the comfort, conven
ience, health, contentment, and pros .. 
perity of the entire farm family than any 
oth-er single improvement, making for 
happier. living, greater efficiency, and in
creased agricultural production. 

HOW REA OPERATES 

Twenty years ago only 3 percent of the 
6,000,000 farms in this country had elec
tricity; 10 years ago just slightly more 
-than 10 percent of these farms had elec
tricity. Why? Because the privately 
owned commercial power companies 
could not operate on a profitable basis in 
rural areas located beyond the immediate 
vicinity of cities and towns. The Gov
ernment's answer to the · problem of 
bringing electricity to the American 
farmer and his family is REA, which is 
the agency through which Federal credit 
is extended for rural electrification; thus 
enabling our farm population to organize 
and operate its own power systems. The 
Rural Electrification Administration op
erates no electrical facilities, but is mere
ly the Federal facility through which 
rural electrification is made possible. 
Through Governmept loans to coopera
tives, public ut1lity districts, municipali
ties, - or commercial power companies 
REA·ftnances electric generation, ·trans:. 

mission, and distribution facilities in 
order to bring electricity to farm families 
too far removed to receive commercial 
.central station electric service. This 
agricultural appropriation bill for the 
fiscal year 1947-48 proposes to cut back 
by $25,000,000 funds for REA loans. 

In addition to loans to local farmer 
cooperatives and other borrowers, the 
Rural Electrification Administration pro
vides technical advice, engineering as
sistance, legal advice, and a standardized 
accounting system to its borrowers. This 
bill further proposes to decrease by 
$1 ,600,000 the funds for these activities; 
such a cut could only result in hampering 
the REA program and curtailing its prog
ress. Efficient regional electric service 
cannot be-planned and carried into oper
ation without an adequate staff of engi
neers, legal counsel, accountants, and 
other professional specialists required to 
do this job, . for which reason this 
$1 ,600,000 cut in · administrative funds 
should be restored. 

IMAGINARY ISSUES 

Despite confusing and biased argu
ments to .the contrary, the activities of 
the Rural Electrification Administration 
present no real issue between private and 
public power because they are not in · 
comoetition. REA services a clientele 
tha( in the main, the privately owned 
commercial .power companies cannot 
reach. That statement is borne out by 
the fact that at the inception of the 
REA program it was hoped and believed 
that the commercial power companies 
would take the initiative in the rural 
electrification program, but this -hope 
proved to be ungrounded in that out of 
$100,000,000 made available for this pro
gram in 1935 out of Emergency Relief 
funds the commercial power companies 
borrowed less than $1,000,000, which con
clusively proved that the problem of 
rural electrification was not going to be 
solved by the privately owned utility 
companies. Instead, it became obvious 
that the farmers themselves, in coopera
tion with the Federal Government, 
would have to take the lead. Rural elec
tric cooperatives began springing up 
throughout the entire country, and their 
achievements during the past 10 years 
have definitely established that the non
profit farmer cooperative is the answer 
to the problem of rural electrification. 

REA FUNDS ARE ALLOCATED FAIRLY 

The Rural Electrification Act, ap
proved May 20, 1936, specifically requires 
that 50 percent of the funds available 
for lending purposes in each year be 
allocated to the States "in the propor
tion which the number of their farms 
not then receiving central-station elec
tric service bears to the total number 
of farms of the United States not then 
receiving such service." Thus in every 
State applicants are guaranteed an op
por.tunity to borrow on a fair and propor
tionate basis for the development of rural 
electrification. 

Congress annually fixes the limit of 
REA's lendinJ authority for each fiscal 
year and directs the lending of funds 
within that set limitation. This annual 
loan fund has ranged from as low as 
$10,000,000 to as high as $550,000,000. As 
previously indicated, in this current bill 
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it is proposed that REA have $25,000,000 
•tess than the Administration's recom
mendation with which to make loans 
during the coming fiscal year. 
'Mr. Chairman, already we have glanced 

at the financial record of the Rural Elec
trification Administration; now let us 
glance at the record of REA's achieve
ments. 

UA ACHIEVEMENTS 

Of approximately 6,000,000 farms in 
this country, only 3 percent of them had 
electricity in 1925; in 1935-the year REA 
went into action-slightly more than 10 
percent of the Nation's farms had elec
tricity. In other words. in 1935 less than 
750,000 American farms had central
station electric service, but at the close 
of the first 10-year period of REA opera
tions 3,106,775-or approximately 53 per
cent of all farms in this country-had 
electricity. Half of the farms serviced 
with electricity since 1935 are serviced 
by REA-financed lines, the rest being on 
lines of commercial power companies 
whose activities in rural areas have been 
encouraged and stimulated by the REA 
program-which, in-cidentally, proves 
that REA is not a Government monopoly, 

. but instead a cooperative agency from 
top to bottom, keyed to take the initia
tiv~ and serve as the spearhead in 
spreading rural electrification through
out the Nation in cooperation with farm 
groups, local public bodies, or commer-
cial power companies. · 
' As of April1,1947, REA borrowers were 
operating 524,161 miles of lines, serving 
1,754,073 farms arid ether rural con
sumers in 46 States, Alaska, and the 
Virgin Islands. About 80 percent of the 
consumers on REA-financed lines · are 
farms, the remainder being nonfarm 
rural homes, churches, schools, commu
nity halls, stores, and a. variety of rural 
industries, such as creameries, grain 
elevators, woodworking plants, ma
chinery repair shops, and quarries. The 
stimulation of rural · industries is not by 
any means the least of the contributions 
of the REA program to rural welfare and 
progress. 

And now please bear this in mind: 
That record of achievement has been 
made despite the fact that of the 12 years 
REA has been in existence 6 of those 
years were war years, during which pe
riod, as we all know, labor, and all its 
technical skills, as well as materials and 
funds, were. of necessity, diverted and 
channeled into the gigantic task of win
ning the war; thus for 6 years the de
mands .of war practically brought to a 
halt the activities of REA; and while 
this agency is still confronted with the 
handicap of material shortages, the pros
pect of obtaining these needed materials 
is considerably brighter now than it has 
been during the course of the past sev
era.l years. War has delayed and un
avoidably thrown the REA program be
hind schedule. To im~de or obstruct 
this program at this time would be a defi
nite set-back to the 3,000,000 American 
farmers still awaiting REA service, and 
would retard American airiculture 'gen
erally. This is not the time to cut back 
the Rural Electrification Administration 
program-now ·is not the time to reduce 
REA funds by $25,000,000 for loans nor 
to slash by 30 percent the funds for REA 

·administrative purposes, as proposed in 
this bill. 

DUTY AND 1\ESPONSmiLITY 01' CONGRESS 

Mr. Chairman, Congress is the only 
channel through which funds for the 
Rural Electrification Administration are 
cleared and made available; therefore, 
the progress and expansion of the REA 
program wholly depends on the decision 
we make here. During 1945 and 1946 
REA borrowers resumed large-scale con· 
struction, which was made possible be
cause of the cessation of war, which re
leased manpower and materials to , civil:
ian peacetime pursuits, and because Con
gress authorized $550,000,000 for REA 
loans-larger than the total loans in the 
agency's previous 10 years of existence
in addition to which $98,081,550 was 
available from previous allotments which 
had not been advanced due to wartime 
restrictions on civilian construction. It 
was my privilege to support and vote for 
this $550,000,000 fund for REA loans, and 
I shall continue to favor maximum REA 
loans because I believe that in the inter
ests of our great farm population this 
program should and must be completed 
as rapidly as. possible. To handicap, 
hinder, or cripple the REA expansion 
program during this coming fiscal year
when manpower and materials are again 
becoming available on a scale that would 
permit REA's construction program . to 
forge ahead and regain the momentum 
it lost during the war years-:.-woWd ;re
veal not only a. lack of true vision ·and 
initiative but would impose on the 3,000:,-
000 remaining American farms still With
out ~lectricity a distinct and wholly, un
necessary privation. The adoption n-ow 

. of a · "penny-wise and pound-foolish" 
policy toward REA would be the epitome 
of false economy. To attempt to ob
struct progress is only to delay it unWise
ly, and in this instance to the detriment 
of the farm families of the Nation who 
anXiously are awaiting the blessings of 
electricity. 

REA BENEFITS TO KENTUCXY 

In my own State of Kentucky, the first 
REA loan was approved in October 1935. 
~rior to that time, only 8,480 Kentucky 
farms-or 3 percent of all the farms in 
the State-had electricity. According to 
estimates-based on · the 1940 census-
32.1 percent, or 76,650 Kentucky farms, 
now have electricity. As of Aprill, 1947, 
the 26 Kentucky REA borrowers, all of 
whom are cooperatives, were operating 
16,327 miles of power lin€s and serving 
69,582 rural consumers. As of the same 
date, our Kentucky rural electric coop
'eratives had received REA loan approvals 
totaling $35,042,355; of this amount, 
$19,&19,853 had actually been advanced 
for .construction projects. Kentucky's 
REA borrowers had paid $3,966,908 of the 
.Principal and interest on their loans, in
clUding $600,197 repaid on principal 
before it was due. 

Kentucky, which basically is an agri
-cultural State, has benefited under the 
REA program, but the job of rural elec
trification there, as elsewhere, is not as 

·yet completed by any means; while 
Plarked progress has been made, approxi
.ril_ately 162,157 Kentucky. farms still lack 
electricity. They should have lt, and 
have it without any unnecessary delay, 

•. • .i •'•.,. ~· :-,, ... •• ., •. ·~ ·i ' . 
as should · every o~er~~ .~~can. farm. 
REA•s goal is electtic service-to every one 
of the remainillg 3~ooo;ooo potential rural 
consumers still to ,be served. REA is now 
on the threshold. ·.of itS .greate~t oppor
tunity to continu~ the·spread :of the con
venience of electricity: to eve.ry rural fam .. 
ily in the Nation. It is up to Congress to 
take advantage of that opportunity and 
complete the job -of rural electrification. 
We can make a real contribution toward 
that objective by restoring the ill-advised 
and wholly unwarranted cuts made in 
this bill for REA activities during the 
coming fiscal year. 

Mr. BRYSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? . 

Mr. TRIMBLE. I yield to th~ _gentle
man from South carolina . . 

Mr. BRYSON. Mr .. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the Appendix of tb~ REcoRD. 
. The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to . the request ·of · t~e gentleman from 
South Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BLATNIK. · Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. TRIMBLE. I yield to the gentle-

man from Minnesota. . . . 
Mr. BLATNOC Mr. chairman, the 

few minutes which have been ·allotted to 
me wlll not perniit a full discussion (>f 
~e } n.tany o~ec~iqn~ featur~ of this · 
measure.- Hence I ·must liinit mr obser
vations t·o specific' ~ample.s · 'Where this 

. iuiwise ·&Jash in appropriations will cauSe 
gr-eat harm to the. State. O.f ·M.hlnesota 
and' to, my district.:~ -.. ,""'·' ~---_ . ., . 

_ .. rn ~lieJ}rst place,' 1 y;arirto go on rec
ord as -bcln'g wholeliearfedly' against .the 

· cut in the funds of the Rural 'Electrifica
tion AdministratiOn." In iny opinion, the 
preSent rural electrification program is 
doing' about as much for the American 
farmer as anything else that has ever 
been attempted by the Federal Govern
ment. Millions of our· farm housewives 
have benefited from the REA in that it 
provides electric energy for cooking, 
heating, ironing, washing, and many 
other of the numerous household tasks 
which would otherwise be drudgery. It 
has benefited the-daily operations of the 
farmer by providing cheap enetgy for 
pumping, elevating, mixing, and· so forth. 
Life has become more productive, pleas
ant, and worth while for the people, liv
ing on 52.9 percent of the farms in the 
country as a result of rural electrifica-
tion. · 
· This measure, which proposes to cut 
$1,600,000 from the administrative ex
penses of the REA, and $25,000,000 from 
its loan authorization, is certain to have 
detrimental effects upon the REA pro
gram. In the first place, this cut will 
mean that many applications for loans 
.bY farm cooperatives now pending must 
be rejected for lack of funds. Just last 
week I received a telegram from the Carl
ton County Cooperative Power Associa
tion, Carlton County, Minn., protesting 
this cut in funds. This association has 
850 members, of whom only 260 members 
have been receiving· the benefits of elec
'tric power . . Recently the association 
.made applic~tion for a loan for the pur
pose of buildi~·g 246 inile~ of power line 
in order to prbvfde ''ttie same service to 
its other 500 members. If this cut is to 
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stand, these good people are to be de
prived indefinitely of rural electrification. 
. This is not an isolated example. Farm 

cooperatives all over the United States 
will be unable to go forward with their 
REA program if the House upholds this 
proposed slash. In fact, the REA needs 
some $361,000,000 for the 1948 fiscal year 
to meet its lending requirements-the 
$225,000,000 provided in this bill will not 
even begin to cover application for loans 
now pending, . 

This slash is a crushing blow to the 
hopes of millions of American farmers 
who desire the advantages of rural elec
trification.. As I stated before,. about 53 
percent of all farmers in America are to
qay enjoying the benefits of rural elec
trification. I maintain that we should 
:QJ.ake it 109· percent-we should expand 
and · extend the rural electrification to 
cover every farm in the United States, 
large or small. 

May I remind my colleagues that this 
slash in REA funds cannot be considered 
an expenditure in the first place. For , 
most of the REA funds are used to make 
loans to farm cooperatives, which a·re 
paid back -to the Government from their 
earnings. In other words; REA funds 
r~epresent . an investment. rather than a : 
Government expenditure;· and to slash 
tnese funds in no way represents an econ- · 
omy. . , . . . 
. This reduction in· the REA funds :is but · 

part of the general patt~rn of false .econ- · 
omies whereby th~ -proponents :of- this · 
bill are able to cut the heart out of the · 
entire farm program; Although it. has 
been estimated that $300,000,000 is 
needed for the AAA conservation pro
gram, the appropriations for this pro
gram have been cut by $100,000,000 down 
to a total of only $150,000,000. At the 
same time the crop.:insurance program 
is reduced by $8,000,000; the Farmers ·· 
Home Administration l;>y $55,000,000; · 
and the Production and Marketing · 
Administration by $27,000,00C. · Thus 
the Federal farm program is dras
t'icany· curtailed-function by func
tion-through the ·indiscriminate use of 
the economy ax. 
.· A second example -of false economy is 

found in the proposed reduction in the 
funds for the school hot-lunch program. 
You will recall that the · s~venty-ninth 
Congress appropriated $75,000,000 for 
this program for the 1947 fiscal year. 
You will also remember that this appro
priation was inadequate and that it was 
necessary to make a deficiency appro
priation of $6,000,000 to ·carry the pro
gram from March 31 to the end of the 
current school year. Even this total of 
$81,000,000 for the present fiscal year was 
far from adequate, and that the esti
mated annual fiscal needs for this service 
is approximately $120,000,000. 

In the face of these facts, the ma
jority now proposes to reduce the appro
priations for the national school-lunch 

_program to $45,000,000 for the 1948 fiscal 
year-a slash of 40 percent. The effect 
of such a cut is that funds for this pur
pose will be exhausted by January 31, · 
1948,-and the program will go by default· 
at that time. 

I have always favored Government . 
economy, but it · is not economical to 

J 

sacrifice .the health and well-being of 
our children. I maintain that expendi
tures for food for our school children is 
a sound investment as they contribute to 
the building of a healthy citizenry for to
morrow. I call upon my colleagues to 
subordinate their desire to reduce taxes 
for the benefit of the wealthy, and re
store this budget cut and thus make 
possible the conservation of America's 
most precious natural resources-our 
children. 

Another instance of irresponsible . 
budget slashing is found in the reduction 
of the funds of the United States Forest 
Service. The lumber and pulpwood in
dustry is an important one in my State 
of Minnesota, and th€se industries will 
suffer from this slash. To slash the na
tional -forest protectiol;l and managePlent . 
expenditures by over $1,500,000 is bound · 
to hurt the forest-conservation prog~·am. 
The proposed one-half millon dollars re
duction in the funds needed for forest 
research means that our efforts to dis
cover new uses for forest products. wi_ll 
have to be curtailed. 
, Let me give you a concrete example 

of the effect of this slash in the Unit~d 
States Forest Service budget. A -few 
months . ago· ·400 ve.teran~ of World .wa:r 
II living in -the city of Ely,, Minn., pool_e_d 
their l_'esources and · organ,ized a pulp~ . 
manufacturing business. The. name of , 
tlie firm is·· GI Inc. , Before the firm can , 
~egin proquction, a~ ,RFC loan is re
quired. At .the present .time all :.fi1~tial 

· st-ages in sec~ring this loan hav-e been 
passed; the only rema~ning condi~ion in 
qualifying for this loan is ap. official sux_-
vey regarding the forest resources in the 
area. 

Now we find the 'hopes and pl-ans of . 
these 400 GI's being jeopardized as are-
. suit of this cut by one:-half million dol
lars in the ·funds needed for forest-re
sources investigations. These veterans · 
cannot get tneir RFC loan without this 
official survey, and there can be no ~uch 
survey without adequate appropriations. · 
- As the House Committee on Agricul

ture states in its report on this bill, 
''the appropriation of funds must be 
g-eared to some kind of basic philoso
phy." This is an obvious truth. But the 
big question is, To what kind of a basic 
philosophy? I say certainly not one 
that gives so little assistance to those 
who need it so much. 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 
· Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. TRIMBLE. I yield to the gentle
man from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD of Montana. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendments to increase the funds for 
the Rural Electrification program be
cause of the need which exists and the 
necessity to get this program under way. 
Due to the war, materials have been 
scarce and necessary building . of lines 
has not been done. Surely now, when 
we have access to materials, we should 
proceed with this program as rapidly as 
possible. It is hard to understand why 
this Appropriations Committee is so 
loathe to grant sufficient funds to bring 
cheap power to rural America. The 
REA program has done more than. any 
other single factor to bring happiness 

and security to our farm families and I 
hope the House will grant the added 
funds. . 

When we consider that .a country like 
Japan is 90 percent electrified and the 
United States only 52 percent electrified 
we should pause to wonder. My own 
State is only approximately 35 percent 
electrified and I am looking forward to 
the day when Montana and the Nation 
will be completely electrified;_cheaply 
and satisfactorily. It is one of the an
swers to the security which all America 
craves and all America deserves. I hope 
the Republican steam roller will not 
smother this worthy amendment as it 
has consistently and unanimously done 
on every amendment considered to this 
time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair· recog- . 
nizes the gentleman from Washington . 
.[Mr. HORAN]. 

Mr: HORAN. Mr. Chairman, I fully 
agree with the gentleman from· Texas. 
The distinguished gentleman and minor- . 
ity leader from Texas [Mr. RAYBURN] 
and REA has no b-etter friend on this 
:floor than the gentleman from Washing
ton · now addressing you. - However, I . 
want to call your attention to the fact 
that ·every amount for loans in the Presi
dent's budget is in this bill. But I want 
to remind you that a year ago we appro- · 
priated money for rivers and harbors, 
we appropriated for reclamation and . 
War Department civil. functions, we ap
p.ropriated money for airports, .we appro- . 
priated nioney :• for REA and other civil · 
functions, for the construction of more 
or less public works, and after we went 
home the President, using the excuse that 
they- \vl;)re inflationary .and made too 
much construction for this country, : 
.froze those funds, ·and· over $400,000,000 
of those . f:unds are still frozen. Now, · 
there are ·in allocations and loan grants · 
in this bill, half a billion dollars-for REA. 
I rejoice that that is true. But, if we are · 
to break the President's budget, and go 
over it · by a-ction on these amendments 
I ask· you in all honesty, what expecta
tion have we that the President will not · 
again, in the name of the inflation -that 
he only 2 weeks ago showed he was fear- ·· 
ful of, freeze those funds in the name of a 
sensible program for fiscal 1948. · 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog
nizes the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ' 
DIRKSEN]. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, it · 
might be expected that on a subject like 
REA there would· be a little more light 
and a -little less heat. -I have great afizc
tion for the gentleman from Mississippi, 
but the fact of the matter is that he 
is greatly mistaken. Now, we might just 
as well be honest about it. Yesterday 
he used the figure ·here of $361,000,000 in · 
demands for power, and where did he 
get it? 
. Mr. RANKIN. Mr. Chairman, wilL 

the gentleman yield? 
· Mr; DIRKSEN. I am not going to 

yield at this point. 
- - I will tell you where that figure came 
from, ·and I do not yield, Mr. Chairman. 
There are over here in the files of the 
Committee on Appropriations the ques
tionnaires that a ·former Democratic 
Member of Congress by . the name of . 
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Clyde Ellis sent out to au-the coopera- , 
tives, and there he dumped on our desk 
in the hearing room all of the question
naires. and the aggregate is·$361,000,000. 
That is the figure that shows up in the 
mimeographed l'etter that came to the 
desk of nearly every :Member of Con- · 
gress this week. 

Now. then, what is in them? 'Veil, 
we _went to the trouble to analyze them. 
Here is a request for a line to cost $6,000 · 
a mile in Tennessee, when the Federal . 
Power Commission told us tbat the aver- . 
age cost was $1.500. Here is a request 
to build a line of 115 miles to serve 62 
consumers. There are 600 of those ques
tionnaires lying over there. That is 
where they got this estimate. We have 
been more than generous with the REA, 
and you should vote this amendment 
down. They have more money than 
they need right now. . 

The CHAIRMAN. The- time of the 
gentleman from Dlinois has expired. All · 
time bas expired. 

The question is on the substitute 
amendment offered ·by, the gentleman 
from Mississippi [Mr. RANKIN] to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from, M.issOUri [Mr. CANNON]~ 

The question was taken; and on a divi
sion <demand.ed by Mr. RAKKJN) there 
wer~ayes 106, noes 141. 

So the substitute amendment .was re-
jected. . 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man .from Missouri £Mr. CANNON]. . 

The question was taken, and the Chair
man announced that the noes appeared 
to have it. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I de- _ 
mand tellers. 

Tellers were ordered_ and the Chair- . 
man appointed as tellers Mr. PHILLIPS 
of California and Mr. CANNON. 

The Committee divided; and the teJlers 
reported that there were-ayes 144, noes · 
159. 

So the amendment was rejected. 
Mr. DmKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 

unanimous consent that the remainder 
of _the bfll be considered as read and be 
subject to amendment at any point. 

'rhe CHAmMAN. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Dli
nois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer 

an amendment, which is at the Clerk's 
.desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. Dmxsm: Str1ke · 

out lines 24- and 25 on page 71, and lines 1, 2, 
and 3 on page 72 and insert in lleu ·thereof 
the following: "Notwithstanding any other _ 
proVision of s~ction 32, Public Law No. 320, , 
seventy-fourth Congress, approved August 
24, 1935, as amended (7 U.S. C., 1940 ed. 612 
(c)), not more than $40,000,000 shall be 
available during the fiscal year ending June " 
30, 1948, for use In effectuating the purposes 
of that act. The remainder o! the fund ap- · 
proprtated by said act f€>r the ftscal .year 1948 
1s hereby rescinded effective July 1, 1947, and 
shall be carried to ·the surplus fund and 
covered into the Treasmy 1mined1ately there- . 
after.'' .. · 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I pre
f~r that the point of order be made now. 

The.CHAIRMAN. ·The gentleman from . 
South Dakota will state the point of 
order. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. Chair
man, I wanted to know exactly what the 
amendment proposes to do. ObViously, it 
proposes to amend existing law. I may 
not want to insist upon the point of order 
if I can hear it .exPlained. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, 
whether or not the point of order is made 
Will determine the action of the com
mittee. I prefer that the point of order 
be disposed of at this time . . 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr~ Chairman, I 
think in order to protect the chairman 
of the committee, the gentleman from 
South Dakota [Mr. CASE] ought to re
serve his point of order or make it now. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I expect to see the 
point of order made now and disposed of, 
because it will have some bearing on our 
future action. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Chairman, I have received some ex- 
planation of the amendment and I do 
not insist on the point of order, and I 
withdraw the point of order. 

Mr. DIR~N. Mr. Chairman, I have 
offered this amendment after consulta
tion with the chairman of the House 
Committee on Agriculture and as many 
of the members of the Subcommittee on · 
Appropriations as I could discuss it with, 

. and :It seems to be agreeable. . . 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr.- . Chairman, . 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield. · 
Mr. McCORMACK . . Have you con- · 

ferred with the members of the subcom- · 
mittee on the Democratic side? ~ · 

Mr.- DffiKSEN. No. As a matter of 
fact, we were not departing from the 
committee position and I rather imagine 
the Committee on Agriculture discussed 
it with some members on that side. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

I would like to know what the parlia
mentary situation is. Has the gentle
man reserved his point of order, or not? 

The CHAffiMAN. No. The gentle-·. 
man from SOuth Dakota has withdrawn 
the point of · order. 

The question Is on the amendment of-. 
fered by the gentleman from Dlinols. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr.Chairman, if it is 
in order to be heard at this time, I would . 
like to be heard. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman · is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Wffi'I*I'EN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to say to the gentlemen on 
this side particUlarly, that from section 
32 funds, as they were originally sent 
down, $100,000,000 of the estimated 
$148,000,000 would have been used for 
AAA payments. The committee today 
having reduced the AAA payments, 
proVided for such payments as will be. 
made by direct appropriations, and the· 
$100,000,000 of the $148,000,000 estimated 
in section 32 funds, not being . needed 
for that purpose. it means, then, that 
of $48,000,000 that. would have been . 

Mr.CASEofSouthDaltota. Mr. Chair- available if the budget recommendation· 
man, I reserve a point of order against had been followed, $40,000,000 is made. 
the amendment. .. available by.the chairman's amendment. 

In effect, .you are g~tUng $4Q,OOO;OOO out , 
of an estimated $48,000,000 that woUld 
have been available tor .the gen~al pur
poses of section 32, exclusive of the 
$100',000,000 that ~ght·~ve gpne_tQ the 
AAA paymentS. 

l would like to ask t:Qe ge~tlem~n from 
Dlinois if that ~s not -a con:eet ~atement 
of his amendment. That . is, will the 
amendment make available $40,0CO,OOO 
for general section 32 purposes, of the 
estimated $48,000,000 that would be 
available? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. No. It would be 
$40,000,000 out of the estimated $48,000,-
000 that would be available. The whole 
amount of customs receipts was esti
mated at $148,000,000, but in the budget 
estimate, $100,000,000 was transferred to 
the conservation and use payments, and 
the other was earmarked lor section . 
32. This makes provision for $40,000,000 
of the $48,000,000 which otherwise .would · 
have been stricken entirely from the bill. 

Mr. WHITTEN. The gentleman; of 
course, was not paying attention to .my 
earlier remarks, but they are in line 
with what the gentleman has -said. . As 
far as I am concerned, on this -Commit
tee I have been vitally intere8t;ed in the. 
section 32 funds. They have proven one 
of the greatest . bUlwarks of safety for 
the American farmer and while,$40,000,- . 
000 is not $48,000,000,. it ·Will substan
tially meet the neects ·of ·the American · 
people. I woUld like tO believe my Re
publican colleagues are yielding because 
they have seen the light at this late hour, . 
but I ani" certain that what . they· have 
seen is the 'handwriting on· the wall. 

The CHAlRM.AN. The ·time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, it is very apparent now 
that the chairman of the subcommittee, 
With the concurrence of the Republican 
members of the subcommittee, forced by 
the militant fight made by the Demo
cratic members Oli the subcommittee, · 
concurred in by the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. HoPE] ·and several other · 
members of the Republican Party, has; 
now offered this amendment which will 
bring some relief to the farmers. The 
credit for this amendment 'is entirely due 
to the militant fight that has been made · 
on the :floor of the House yesterday and 
today by a small group of Republican 
Members and the entire Democratic 
membership in the H6use . 

Mr. GOFF. Mr. ·chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield. 
Mr. GOFF. I wonder if the gentle

man is speaking for the farm constit
uency he has, those concrete farmers in 
South Boston? 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts is speaking for the 
people of South Boston. The gentleman 
from Massachusetts has supported all 
farm legislation. The gentleman ftom · 
Massachusetts spoke for the first Bank
head cotton quota act which .was the first 
piece of farm legislation years ago that 
passed this House by~ six or seven votes. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
has consistently voted for. farm .legisla
tion, and I have ·done .it because I do 
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not think I should view these· questions 
from a sectional angle, and that while 
I am serving a. congressional district here 
I feel that it is · my duty to represent 
the national interest of the people as a. · 
whole. . 

So in answer to-the gentleman whose 
kindly but wise inquiry was made, the 
gentleman who represents South Bos
ton-and I represent the people of that 
district with . pride-answers in the -af
firmative that in making my remarks I 
am expressing the views .of the people 
of my district, and there is not one farm · 
located in the district. 

A motion to recommit will be made. · 
That motion will include increasing the · 
soil-c-onservation ite:m from $165,000,000 
to $300,000,000. I understand it .will in
clude an increase for the school-lunch 
program arid an inc;:rease for the rural
electrification program. I have ·no 
knowledge of anything else or any other 
items that may be included therein; but 
those three matters will be included in 
the motion · to recommit and when the 
vote is had the· far-mers of the United 
States and thos·e interested in this bill 
can interpret the -vote and · know that a 
vote · against the motion to recommit is 
a vote· against increasing soil conserva
tion to $300,000,000, is a vote against in
creasing the ·school-lunch program to 
$75;000,000, and is a vote against increas
ing the rurai-·elect·ritlcation ·program. 

We now have the practice set in this 
bill and in the Interior Department bill. 
In that -connection I call the attention of 
the people of the great Northwest and 
West to the faCt that their hopes are be
ing decimated by the sharp reductions .in 
the appropriations made in the bill by the _' 
Republicans and that the control of the 
Republican Party is in the East. There ' 
is an eastern domination of the Republi-
can Party. · 

This bill conveys to the farmers of t~e 
country confirmation of the statement 
that the Republican Party in making ap
propriations for the farmers in this bill as 
they did in making appropriations for 
the West and Northwest in· the Interior 
Department bill were dominated by the 
eastern wing of their party. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has ex
pired. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. If I may be permittc.d 
a comment, I may.say to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts that there is not a 
member of the Subcommittee on Agri
cultural Appropriations who comes from 
east of the Allegheny Mountains. 

Mr. Chail·man, I ask unanimous con
sent that all debate on this amendment 
do now close. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of tne gentleJllan from 
Illinois? 

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, reserving the right to object, 
I should like to ask a question. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that all debate on the pending amend• 
ment do now close. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. 'rhe question is on 

the amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask weeks to get his price Qown. At the 
unanimous consent that the corrections - present time farm marketings are 140 
may be made that will be submitted to percent of the 1930-39 averages and from 
the Clerk. the same number of farm acres. The 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection result of this 140-percent farm produc
to the request of the gentleman from tion times the price at present is the 
Illinois? reason for $180,000,000,000 of national 

There was no objection. income. 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I ask Supposing because of controls and the 

unanimous consent that all Members of shortage of farm labor, fertilizer, farm 
the House may have the right to extend machinery, and possibly weather condi- . 
their remarks in the RECORD on the bill. tions, our farm production drops back to 

The CHAIRI\4AN. Is there objection 1930-39 levels, what will be the result? 
to the request of the gentleman from Ou~. national income even with present 
Missouri? price levels would be app;roximately 

There was no objection. $140,000,000,000, we would have unem-
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Ghairman, I ask , ployment and a return of national def

unanimous consent that in connection icits. 
with the amendment adopted on re- Let me say to some of my fellow Mem
search, the total be corrected to read bers of Congress from the Eastern States, 
"$9,500,000.'' you are still following the plan. For 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection each $1 of farm income the national in
to the request of the gentleman from come will be $7, and if his price or pro-
Missouri? duction drops you are going to suffer in 

There was n6 objection. direct proportion. , 
Mr. CLEVENGER. Mr. Chairman, I Therefore, · whether you represent 

ask unanimous consent to extend my -r-e- ··~ ·labor, manufacturing, -or finance you · 
marks· .at this :gg_int in .the RECORD. . . s~ould be seriously concerned about the 
· The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection farmers' welfare. 
to the request .of the gentleman from ~here is -plenty of evidence of ~ a desire 
Ohio? · . to break -down our farm income. Al-

There was no objection. . though Congr-ess repealed the OPA the 
.Mr. CJ:;EVENGER. Mr. Phairman, planners are using their controls over 

during the last session of Congress the ex'ports and imports as price control. 
OPA Act \Y8tS repealed. There were cries Under the Constitution Congress was 
o{ .angu~sh froin the ·bureaqcrats, w~o. gjyen the right to control our domestic 
predicted dire results. and foreign commerce. But, through the 

Let me analyze what happened: Gpods Trade Agreements Act and War Powers 
reappeared on the shelves. Our economy Act, Congress gave its control away. 
started to function. In the first quarter The planners are now thinking in 
this year our national income increased terms of an International Trade Organi
to the rate of $180,000,000,000. Retail zation which can tell the farmer what to 
sales in March, according to a rep·ort plant, the price he is to receive and how 
of United States News.,.reached $107,400,- much can be sold.to other nations. Then 
000,000. In addition, the public was con- there will· be no need for Congress. 
suming more goods than· in any period in A good illustration of what is happen-
history. , ing to our price structure can be illus-

For the first time since 1930 we have trated by the price of lard. 
a balanced national budget, full employ- Because of OPA restrictions and con
ment, and, at the . same time, are able fusion our hog numbers on January 1, 
to help in restoring world economic con- 1947, had dropped to 1939levels. We had 
ditions. a good corn crop and the farmer using 

That condition was the result of the the hog as a factory fed to heav
repeal of the OPA. In my opinion, if ier weights, thus giving us both more 
the OPA had not been repealed, the pre- meat and lard. 
dictions of the plam1ers of a national in- For this contribution to our food sup
come of $140,000,000,000, with 8,000,000 ply and national income he is now being 
unemployed, would have come to pass. penalized. Allocations for exports of fats 

Then our Nation would not have been and oils have prevented shipments to the 
prosperous; we would not have been able hungry in Europe. 
to balance the budg~t and reduce taxes. . The result has been a piling up of 
We would have had a national deficit lard in storage. In addition with con
and an increase in appropriations from trol -of tariffs they have permitted im
a reduced national income. ports of fats and oils to help depress lard 

Next, let us look at-present price levels. still further. And, in addition to that 
For the past 30 days. the 35 leading raw they have been. carrying on a program 
materials, which determine our income for our housewives to save grease for 
and that of the world, have been prac- soap. 
tically stabilized at 170 percent of 1926 What does it all add up to? Because 
price levels. of this control, according to a news item 

If you will recall the price of gold, from the Chicago market, heavy hogs 
which is still the yardstick for interna- have dropped in price $6 to $10 per hun
tiona! exchange, was increased from dred-weight. The farmer in many cases 
$20.67, the 1926 price, to $35 an ounce, suffered a loss in trying to produce food . . 
also an approximate increase of 170 per- Quoting from the same article, "De
cent. In other words, our prices during spite increased output and the heaviest 
the past 30 days have been at par with accumulation of lard in 3 years, exports 
the only monetary yardstick at the pres- under Federal control in the first quarter 
ent time. . of 1947 were 11 ~:,ercent below the same 

The farmer is being blamed for high . period in 1946 and 54 percent below 2 
prices and · a campaign has been on for years ago.'' 
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They have led the American people to · 

believe that they need these controls to 
feed the world and that they must have 
these controls under the w 'ar Powers 
Act-an emergency measure. 

In my opinion these controls are p~e
venting food fi"om reaching the hungry 
in other nations and the record proves 
this contention. 

In the first 3 months this year we ex- · 
ported approximately $614,000,000 worth 
of food. We mported $421,000,000. In 
this 3-month period our exports were 
less than the first 3 months of 1946. On 
the other hand, our imports of food in
creased 36.7 percent over the same period 
in 1946. 

On the basis of the record for the · 
first 3 months of 1947 our total food 
exports will be approximately $2,500,-
000,000, with -imports practically equal
ing exports by the end of the year. · 

With an estimated export total of 
$13,000,000,000, food products will be 
about 19 percent. 

This ought to illustrate how these con
trols are being used to benefit the large 
industries - through the foreign loans 
which we have been making. 

As a Member of Congress I am warn
ing you that we are permitting the de
struction of our agricultural economy- · 
the foundation of our national income. · 

It is just a matter of months until 
the control over exports and low prices 
for fats and oils will bring on the depres
sion which the planners have been pre
dicting and seem to want. 

I do not want another depression and 
if it is .to be prevented Congress must 
act to regain its constitutional power to 
control domestic and foreign commerce. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word and I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed out of 
order. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Chairman, I want 

to express my appreciation of the cour
tesy and consideration shown the minor
ity by the chairman of the subcommit
tee, the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. · 
DIRKSEN]. 

I count it a privilege to have served 
under the chairmanship of the gentle
man from Illinois. Within my mem
bership on that subcommittee we have 
never had a chairman of greater ability 
and more sincere devotion to the real 
interests of agriculture and the Nation. 

I am certain, I Violate no confidence 
when I say that in the event of the mis
fortune of having a President in the 
White House of his political affiliation he · 
would unquestionably be a member of the · 
President's Cabinet-and if within the 
next 6 or 10 years is entirely within the 
realm of possibility that he would ap
point the Cabinet himself. 

In anticipation of such happy auspices, 
I want to take the precaution of now 
entering application for special consid
eration. The President of the United 
States has the duty of appointing some 
to desirable positions carefully chosen 
Members of the opposite party on bi- · 
partisa!l and nonpartisan commissions. 

May I here take advantage of this 
occasion to petition: 

"Remember me when thou comest into 
thy kingdom." 

Mr. Chairman, one of the fairest pro
visions of our system of procedure is the 
rule for the motion to recommit. The 
minority is necessarily at a disadvantage. 
For example, on one amendment which 
was offered today a change of six votes 
would have carried the proposition, a 
very important one; still, we have no op
portunity of getting a record vote on it 
in the Committee of the Whole. 

So the rules provide that the minority 
may offer one motion to recommit in 
order to secure a record vote on what 
they may consider to be the essential 
features of their program. 

We will offer a motion to recommit 
which will comprise three very simple ' 
provisions. It will submit three amend
ments. The first amendment wm be for 
$300,000,000 for the AAA, and nothing 
else, just the $300,000,000 for AAA. The 
second amendment Will ask $75,000,000 
for school lunches, and nothing else, just · 
the $75,000,000 for school lunches. And 
the third will provide $250,000,000' for 
REA. 

Accordingly, Mr. Chairman, a vote for 
the motion to recommit will be a vote 
for AAA, for school lunches, and for REA. 
A vote against that motion to recommit 
will be a vote against the farmers, the · 
farm family, and the hungry children of 
America. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move that the Committee do now rise 
and report the bill back to the House 
with sundry amendments, with the rec
ommendation that the amendments be · 
agreed to and that the bill as amended 
do pass. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, · 
Mr. HERTER, Chairman of the Committee· 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
<H. R. 3601) ·making appropriations for 
the Department of Agriculture for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, and for 
other purposes, had directed him to re
port the bill back to the House with sun
dry amendments, with the recommenda
tion that the amendments be agreed to 
and that the. bill as amended do pass. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question on the bill and all 
amendments thereto to final passage. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote 

demanded on any amendment? If not, 
the Chair will put them en gross. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the engrossment and third reading of the 
bill. 

The blll was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time and was read the · 
third time. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motiDn to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op
posed to the bill? 

Mr. CANNON. I am, Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the motion to recommit. 

The· Clerk read as follows-: : 
Mr. CANNON m~ves to recomi:ut the . bill . 

to the Committee on ApprOprilitions with 
1nst..-ructions to report it back' forthwith with 
the following amendments: . 

On page 48, line 26, strik~ out. "$165,614,-
290" and insert in lieu · ·tll.er.eof, "$300,:. · 
000,000." .. 

On page 52, line 23, strike out -"$45,000,-
000", and insert in lieu-thereof "$75,000,000"• 
and strike out the remainder of the parca
graph through line 25: 

On page 61, line 6, strike out the figure 
"$225,000,000" and insert in lieu thereof the 
figure "$250,000,000." 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. B11eaker, I move 
the previous question on the motion to 
recommit. · 

The previous question was 6rdered. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion to recommit. 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. Spe-aker, on tha.t I ·: 

demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 174, nays 180, answered , 
"present" 4, not voting 71, as follows: 

[Roll No. 67] 

Abernethy 
Albert 
Allen, La. 
Almond 
Andrews, Ala. 
Barden 
Bates, Ky. 
Battle 
Beckworth 
Bell 
Blatnik 
Bonner 
Boy kin 
Brooks 
Brown, Ga. 
Bryson 
Buchanan 
Bulwinkle 
Burleson 
Camp 
Cannon 
Carroll 
Celler 
Chapman 
Chelf 
Clark 
Clements 
Colmer 
Combs 
Cooley 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Cox 
Cravens 
Crosser 
Cunningham 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Tenn. 
Dawson, Dl. 
Deane 
Delaney 
Dolliver 
Domengeaux 
Donohue 
Dorn 
Dough ton 
Douglas 
Drewry 
Durham 
Eberharter 
Elliott 
Engle, Call!. 
Evins 
Fallon 
Feighan 
Fernandez 
Fogarty 
Folger 
Forand 

YEA8-174 
Gary MU!er, Caltt. 
Gathings Mills 
Gordon Monroney 
Gore Morgan 
Gorski Morris 
Gossett Murdock 
Granger Murray, Tenn. 
Grant, Ala. O'Bl'ien 
Gregory · O'Konsk1 
Hardy O'Toole 
Harless, Ariz:. Pace · 
Barris Passman 
Harrison Patman 
Hart Peden 
Bavenner Philbin 
Hays Pickett 
Hedrick Poage 
Hendricks Preston 
Hobbs Price, Fla. 
Hocven Price, m. 
Holifield Priest 
Huber Rains 
Bull Rankin 
Jackson, Wash. Rayburn 
Jarman Richards 
Johnson, Okla. Rivers 
Johnson, Tex. Robertson 
Jones. Ala. Rogers, Fla. 
Jones, N.C. Rooney 
Karsten, Mo-. Sabath 
Kee Saescer 
Kefauver Schwabe, Mo. 
Kennedy Sheppard 
Keogh Sikes 
Kerr Simpson, ru. 
Kilday Smathers 
King Smith. Va. 
Kirwan Spence 
Klein Stanley 
Lane St igler 
Lanham Stratton 
Larcade Talle 
Lea Teague 
Lemke Thomas, Tex. 
Lesinski Thomason • 
Lucas Trimble 
Lusk Vlru:on 
Lyle Walter 
Lynch Wheeler 
McCormack Whitten 
McMUlan, S. C. Whittington 
Madden W"lll1ams 
Mahon Wilson, Tex. 
Manasco Winstead 
Mansfield, Wood 

Mont. Worley 
Marcantonio Zimmerman 
Martin, Iowa 
Meade, Md. 

NAYB-180 
Allen, Call!. Arends Bender 

Bennett, Mo. 
Bishop 
Blaclmey 
Boggs, Del. 
Bolton 

Allen, Ill. Arnold 
Andersen, Banta. 

H. Clarl Barrett 
Anderson, Call!. Bates, Mass. 
Andrews, N. Y. Beall 
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Bradley Halleck 
Bramblett Hand 
Brehm Harness, Ind. 
Brown, Ohio Herter 
Buck Heselton 
Buffett Hill 
Burke Hoffman 
Busbey Holmes 
Butler Hope 
Byrnes, Wis. Horan 
Canfield Howell 
Carson Jackson, Calif. 
Case, N.J. Jenison 
Chadwick Jennings 
Chenoweth Jensen 
Chiperfield Johnson, Calif. 
Church Johnson, Til. 
Clason Jones, Ohio 
Clevenger Jones, Wash. 
Clippinger Judd 
Coffin Kean 
Cole, Kans. Kearns 
Cole, Mo. Keating 
Cole, N. Y. Knutson 
Corbett Kunkel 
Cotton Landis 
Coudert Latham 
Crawford LeCompte 
Crow LeFevre 
Dague Lewis 
Dawson, Utah Lodge 
Devitt Love 
D'Ewart McConnell 
DiTksen McCowen 
Dondero McDonough 
Ellsworth McGarvey 
Elsaesser McGregor 
Engel, Mich. McMahon 
Fellows McMillen, Til. 
Fenton MacKinnon 
Foot e Macy 
Fulton Maloney 
Gamble Mathews 
Gearhari Meade, Ky. 
Gillette Meyer 
Got! Michener 
Goodwin Miller, Conn. 
Graham Miller, Md. 
Griffit hs Mitchell 
Gross Muhlenberg 
Gwynne, Iowa Mundt 
Hale Murray, Wis. 
Hall, Nodar 

Edwin ArthurNorblad 
Hall, Owens 

Leonard W. Patterson 

Ph1llips, Calif. 
Plumley 
Potts 
Poulson 
Ramey 
Reed,nl. 
Reed, N.Y. 
:Bees 
Reeves 
Rich 
Rtehlman 
Rizley 
Robsion 
Ro:::Icwell 
Rogers, Mass. · 
Rohrbough 
Ross 
Russell 
Sadlak 
St. George 
Sanborn 
Sarbacher 
Schwabe, Okla. 
Scott, Hardie 
Scrivner 
Seely-Brown 
Short 
Simpson, Pa. 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, Ohio 
Smith, Wis. 
Snyder 
Springer 
Stefan 
Stevenson 
StockiDan 
Sundstrom 
Taber 
Taylor 
'I'homas, N. J. 
Tlbbott 
Tollefson 
VanZandt 
Vorys 
Vursell 
Wadsworth 
Welch 
Wigglesworth 
Wilson, Ind. 
Wolcott 
W'oiverton 
Woodruff 
Youngblood 

ANSWERED "PRESENT"-4 
Angell Case, S. Dak. Kersteq, Wis. 
Bennett, Mich. 

NOT VOTING--71 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Auchincloss 
Bakewell 
Bland 
Bloom 
Boggs, La. 
Brophy 
Buckley 
Byrne, N.Y. 
curtis 
Davis, Wis. 
Dingell 
Eaton 
Ellis 
Elston 
Fisher 
Flannagan 
Fletcher 

. Fuller 
Gallagher 
Gavin 
Gifford 
Gillie 
Grant, Ind. 

Gwinn, N.Y. 
Hagen 
Hartley 
Hebert 
Heffernan 
Hess 
Hinshaw 
Javits 
Jenkins, Ohio 
Jenkins, Pa. 
Johnson, Ind. 
Jonkman 
Kearney 
Keefe 
Kelley 
Kilburn 
McDowell 
Mansfield, Tex. 
Mason 
Merrow 
Miller, Nebr. 
Morrison 
Morton 
Nixon 
Norrell 

Norton 
O'Hara 
Peterson 
Pfeifer 
Phillips, Tenn. 
Ploeser 
Powell 
Rabin 
Rayfiel 
Redden 
Rlley 
Sadowski 
Scoblick 
Scott, 

.' 

Hugh D., Jr. 
Shafer 
Smith, Kans. 
Somers 
To we 
Twyman 
Vail 
Welchel 
West 

So the motion to recommit was re
jected. 

The Clerk announced the following 
pairs: 

On this vote: 
Mr. Sadowski for, with Mr. Ploeser against. 
Mrs. Norton for, with Mr. Kearney against. 
Mr. Pfeifer for, with Mr. Gwinn of New 

York against. . 
Mr. Hebert for, with Mr. Auchincloss 

against. 
Mr. Morrison · for, . with Mr. Bakewell 

against. 

Mr. Heffernan for, with Mr. Hess against. 
·Mr. Powell for, with Mr. Towe against. 
Mr. Riley for, with Mr. Gavin against. 
Mr. Rayfiel for, with Mr. Eaton against. 
Mr. Bloom for, with Mr. McDowell against. 
Mr. Byrne of New York for, with Mr. Vail 

against. 
Mr. Somers for, with Mr. Brophy against. 
Mr. Norrell for, with Mr. Fletcher against. 
Mr. Fisher for, with Mr. Ellston against. 
Mr. Kelley for, with Mr. Morton against. 
Mr. Dingell for, with Mr. Jenkins of Penn-

sylvania against. 
Mr. Buckley for, with Mr. Jenkins of Ohio 

against. 
Mr. Mansfield of T~as for, with Mr. 

August H. Andresen against. 
Mr. Bennett of Michigan for, with Mr. 

Gifford against. 
Mr. Ellis for, with Mr. Merrow against. 
Mr. Angell !or, with Mr. Shafer against. 
Mr·. Boggs of Louisiana for, with Mr. 

Smith of Kansas against. 
Mr. Case of South Dalwta for, with Mr. 

Jonkman against. 
Mr. ·Kersten of Wisconsin for, with Mr. 

Grant of Indiana against. 
Mr. Rabin for, with Mr. Weichel against. 
Mr. Peterson for, with Mr. Gillie against. 
Mr. Redden for, with Mr. Gallagher against. 
Mt. ·west for, with Mr. Johnson of Indiana 

against. 
Mr. Bland for, with Mr. Scoblick against. 
Mr. Flannagan for, with Mr. Miller of Ne

braska against. 
Mr. Hagen for, with Mr. Hartley against. 

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
pair with the gentleman from Michigan, 
Mr. SHAFER. If he were present he would 
have voted "nay." I voted "yea." I with
draw my vote and vote "present." 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota. Mr. 
Speaker, I was announced as being 
paired with the gentleman from Michi
gan, Mr. JoNKMAN. Mr. JoNKMAN would 
have voted "nay" had he been present. 
Under the circumstances I should have 
PlY vote recorded as "yea" and then with
draw it and vote "present." 

Mr. BENNETT of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I have a pair with the gentle
man from Massachusetts, Mr. GIFFORD. 
If he were present he would have voted 
"nay." I voted "yea." I withdraw my 
vote and vote "present." 

:Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I have a pair with the gentle
man frgm Indiana, Mr. GRANT. If he 
were present he would have voted "nay." 
I voted "yea." I withdraw my vote and 
vote "present." 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the passage of the bill. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and naps. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken and there 

were-yeas 315, nays 38, not voting 76, 
as follows: 

[Roll No. 68] 
YEA8-315 

Abernethy Arnold 
Albert Banta 
Allen, Calif. Barden 
Allen, Ill. Barrett 
Allen, La.. Bates, Ky. 
Almond Bates, Mass. 
Andersen, Battle 

H. Carl Beall 
Anderson, Calif. Beckworth 
Andrews, Ala. Bell 
Andrews, N.Y. Bender 
Angell Bennett, Mich. 
Arends Bennett, Mo. 

Bishop 
Blackney 
Boggs, Del. 
Bolton 
Bonner 
Boy kin 
Bradley 
Bramblett 
Brehm 
Brooks 
Brown, Ga. 
Brown, Ohio 
Bryson 

Buck Hardy 
Buffett Harless, Ariz. 
Bulwinkle Harness, Ind. 
Burke Harris 
Burleson Harrison 
Busbey Hays 
Butler Hedrick 
Byrnes. Wis. Hendricks 
Camp Herter 
Canfield Heselton 
Carroll Hill 
Carson Hoeven 
Case, N.J. Hoffman 
Case, S. Dak. Holmes 
Chapman Hope 
ChE-lf Horan 
Chenoweth Howell 
Chlperfl.eld Hull 
Church Jaclcson, Calif. 
Clark Jackson, W'ash. 
Clason Jarman 
Clements Jenison 
Clevenger Jennings 
Clippinger Jensen 
Coffin Johnson, Calif. 
Cole. Kans. Johnson, Ill. 
Cole, Mo. Jones, Ala. 
Cole, N.Y. Jones, N.C. 
Colmer Jones, Ohio 
Combs Jones, Wash. 
Cooley Judd 
Cooper Kean 
Corbett Kearns 
Cotton Keating 
Coudert Kee 
Courtney Kennedy 
Cravens Kerr 
Crawford Kersten, Wis. 
Crosser Kilday 
Crow Knutson 
Cunningham Kunkel 
Dague Landis 
Davis, Ga. Lane 
Davis, Tenn. Lanham 
Dawson, Utah Larcadc 
Deane Latham 
Devitt Lea 
D'Ewart LeCompte 
Dlrksen LeFevre 
Dolliver Lemke 
Domengeaux Lewis 
Dondero Lodge 
Donohue Love 
Dorn Lucas 
Doughten Lusk 
Douglas Lyle 
Drewry McConnell 
Durham McCormack 
Elliott McCowen 
Ellsworth McDonough 
Elsaesser McGarvey 
Engel , Mich. McGregor 
Engle, Calif. McMahon 
Evins McMillan, S. C. 
Fallon McMillen, nl. 
Fenton MacKinnon 
Fernandez Macy 
Folger Mahon 
Foote Maloney 
Forand Mansfield, 
Fulton Mont. 
Gamble Martin, Iowa 
Gary Mathews 
Gathings Meade, Ky. 
Gearhart Meade. Md. 
Gil!ette Meyer 
Goff Michener 
Goodwin Miller, Conn. 
Gore M1Iler, Md. 
Gossett Mills 
Graham Mitchell 
Granger Monroney 
Grant, Ala. Morgan 
Gregory Morris 
Griffiths Muhlenberg 
Gross Mundt 
Gwynne, Iowa Murdock 
Hale Murray, Tenn. 
Hall, Murray, Wis. 

Edwin ArthurNodar 
Hall, Norblad 

Leonard W. owens 
Hal!eck Pace 
Hand Passman 

Blatnik 
Buchanan 
Cannon 
Celler. 
Dawson, Til. 
Delaney 
Eberharter 
Feighan 

NAY8-38 
Fogarty 
Gordon 
Gorski 
Hart 
Havenner 
Hobbs 
Holifield 
Huber 
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Patterson 
Peden 
Philbin 
Ph1ll1ps, Calif. 
Pickett 
Plumley 
Potts 
Poulson 
Preston 
Price, Fla. 
Priest 
Rains 
Ramey 
Rankin 
Reed, Ill. 
Reed,N. Y. 
Rees 
R eeves 
Rich 
Richards 
Riehlman 
Rivers 
Rizley 
R.:>bertson 
Robslon 
Rockwell 
Rogers, Fla. 
Rogers, Mas1. 
Rohrbough 
Ross 
Russell 
Sadlak 
St. George 
Sanborn 
Sarbacher 
Sasscer 
Schwabe, Mo. 
Schwabe, Okla. 
Scott, Hardie 
Scrivner 
Seely-Brown 
Sheppard 
Short 
Sikes 
Simpson, Til. 
Simpson, Pa. 
Smathers 
Smit h, Maine 
Smith, Va. 
Smith, Wis. 
Snyder 
Spence 
Springer 
Stanley 
Stefan 
Stevenson 
Stigler 
St ockman 
Stratton 
Sundstrom 
Taber 
Talle 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thomas, N.J. 
Thomas, Tex. 
Thomason 
Tibbott 
Tollefson 
Trimble 
Twyman 
VanZandt 
Vinson 
Vorys 
Vursell 
Walter 
W'elch 
Wheeler 
Whitten 
Whittington 
Wigglesworth 
Williams 
Wllson . Ind. 
Wilson.· Tex. 
Winstead 
Wolcott 
Wolverton 
Wood 
Woodruff 
W'orley 
Youngblood 
Zimmerman 

Johnson, Okla. 
Johnson, Tex. 
Karsten, Mo. 
Kefauver 
Keogh 
King 
Kirwan 
Lesinski 
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Lynch 
Madden 
Manasco 
Marcantonio 
Miller, Calif. 

O'Brien 
O'Konski 
O'Toole 
Patman 
Poage 

Price, m. 
Rooney 
Sa bath 
Smith, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-76 

Andresen, 
August B. 

Auchinc!oss 
Bakewell 
Bland 
Bloom 
Boggs, La. 
Brophy' 
Buckley 
Byrne, N.Y. 
Chadwick 
cox 
Curtis 
Davis, Wis. 
Dingell 
Eaton · 
Ellis 
Elston 
Fellows 
Fisher 
Flannagan 
Fletcher 
Fuller 
Gallagher 
Gavin 
Gifford 

Gillie Nixon 
Grant, Ind. Norrell 
Gwinn, N.Y. Norton 
Hagen O'Hara 
Hartley Peterson 
Hebert Pfeifer 
Heffernan Philllps, Tenn. 
Hess Ploeser 
Hinshaw Powell 
Javits Rabin 
Jenkins, Ohio Rayburn 
Je,nkins, Pa. Rayfiel 
Johnson, Ind. Redden 
Jonkman. ~iley 
Kearney S!!.dowskt 
Keefe Scoblick 
Kelley Scott, 
Kilburn - Hugh D ., Jr. 
Klein Shafer 
McDowell Smith, Kans. 
Mansfield, Tex. Somers 
Mason Towe 
Merrow Vail 
Miller, Nebr. Wadsworth 
Morrison Weichel 
Morton West 

So the bill was passed. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
On this vote: 
Mr. Riley for, with Mr. Fisher a.gain.st. 
Mr. Norrell for, with Mr. Sadowski against. 
Mr. Morrison for, with Mrs. Norton against. 
Mr. Auchincloss for, with Mr. Pfeifer 

against. 
Mr. Smith of Kansas for, with Mr. Powell 

against. 
~Mr. Gavin for, with Mr. Klein against. 
Mr. Towe for, with Mr. Rayfiel against. 
Mr. Jenkins of Ohio for, with Mr. 'Bloom 

against. 
Mr. Kearney for, with Mr. Kelley: against. 
Mr. Ploeser for, with Mr. Byrne of New 

York against. 
Mr. Hess for, with Mr. Heffernan against. 
Mr. Elston for, with Mr. Dingell against. 
Mr. Johnson of Indiana for, with Mr. Rabin 

against. 
Mr. Miller of Nebraska for, with Mr. Buck-

ley against. 
Mr. Bakewell for, with Mr. Somers against. 

General pairs until further notice: 
Mr. August H. Andresen with Mr. Bland. 
Mr. Hagen with Mr. West. 
Mr. Jenkins of Pennsylvania with Mr. 

Mansfield of Texas. 
Mr. Jonkman with Mr. Peterson. 
Mr. McDowell wit h Mr. Redden. 
Mr. Gillie with Mr. Hebert. 
Mr. Grant of Indiana with Mr. Flannagan. 
Mr. Morton with Mr. Boggs of LouiSiana. 
Mr. Fletcher with Mr. Cox. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed, with amend
ments in which the concurrence -Of the 
House is requested, a bill of the House of 
the following title: 

H. R. 1. An · act to reduce individual in
come-:tax payments. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing bill, requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 

of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. TAFT, Mr. BUTLER, Mr. 
GEORGE, and Mr. BARKLEY to be the con
ferees on the part of the Senate. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. WOLVERTON asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the RECORD and include resolutions 
adopted at a mass meeting held in the 
city of Camden last night on the subject 
Jewish Rights in Palestine. 

Mr. CASE of South Dakota asked and 
was given permission to revise and extend 
the remarks he made in the Committee 
of the Whole today and include brief 
data. 

Mr. REEVES asked and was given per
mission to revise and extend the remarks 
he made in the committee today and 
include copy of a grand-jury report and 
copy of telegrams. 
· Mr. MUNDT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks in the RECORD and include an ex
cerpt from News .Week magaZine. I am 
informed by the Public Printer that this· 
will exceed two pages of the RECORD and 
will cost $228.50, but I ask that it be 
printed notwithstanding that fact. . -

The SPEAKER. Without objection; 
notwithstanding the cost, the extension 
maybemade. · · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. LANE asked and was given per-· 

mission to extend his remarks in the 
RECORD and include a very inspiring 
eulogy. 

Mr. RANKIN asked and was given 
permission to extend and revise the re
marks he made in the Committee of the 
Whole today and includ~ certain sta
tistics and data on rural electrification. 

Mr. EBERHARTER asked and ·· was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
in the Appendix of the REOORD and in
clude a communication received from 
Frederick C. McKee, of Pittsburgh, on 
the Mundt bill to authorize the State 
Department to continue its short-wave 
broadcasts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts (at 
the requ~st of Mr. DIRKSEN) was given 
permission to extend her remarks in the 
Appendix of the RECORD on two different 
subject matters. 

Mr. MACY <at the request of Mr. 
DIRKSEN) was given permission to extend 
his remarks in the RECORD. -

INCOME-TAX PAYMENTS 

Mr. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous . consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 1> to reduce 
individual income tax payments, with 
Senate amendments thereto, disagree 
to the Senate amendments, and agree to 
the conference asked by the Senate. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Min
nestota [After a pause.] The Chair 
hears none and appoints the following 
conferees: Messrs. KNUTSON, REED of 
New York, WoODRUFF, DauGHTON, and 
COOPER. 

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE 

Mr. SADLAK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute-. 

The SPEAKER. Js there objections 
to the request of the· gentleman from 
Connecticut? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SADLAK. Mr. Speaker,-1 was-im

mensely pleased this afternoon to learn 
that Mr. Boleslaus J. Monkiewicz, of New 
Britain, Conn., was named by Attorney 
General Clark as a member of the parole 
board. , 

I am· sure that this appointment will 
also be good news to the Members of this 
House, especially Mr. Monkiewicz' for
mer colleagues on the Judiciary Commit-
tee with whom he served with distinction 
during the Seventy-sixth Congress, and 
to his former colleagues on the Banking 
and Currency Committee with . whom he 
served so eminently during the Seventy
eighth Congress. 

During tnese two terms in the House 
of Representatives, Attorney Monkiewicz 
represented the At-Large District of . 
Connecticut, the same district I am priv
ileged to represent in this Congress. 

It was my· good"fortune and a gen
uine pleasure to refer to this new mem..; 
ber of the parole board as my "chief" 
or "boss," the affable term by which sec
retaries on the Hill· refer to Members of 
Congress, for I was a secretary on his 
office staff for· 40 months of his combined 
two terms until I took leave to go on· 
active dtJ.ty with tJ:le Navy. . · · 

Mr. Monkiewicz' fine -family back-· 
ground, excellent· character, legal train
ing and practice, fairness, consideration 
of -others, ability to cooperate with oth•' 
ers, wide knowledge ·of human behavior; 
eminently fit him fOJ.' tbe position to 
which he _has been -~ppbinte~ today. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent leave of absence 
was granted as follows: -

To Mr. KEARNEY <at the request of Mr. 
GAMBLE). for 1 week, on account of ill-_ 
ness. 

To Mr. BROPHY <at the request of Mr. 
ARENDS), for 4 days, on account of offi-
cial business. · 

, To Mr. O'HARA (at the request of Mr. 
ARENDs). indefinitely, on account of offi
cial business. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to an enrolled joint· resolution of 
the Senate of the following titie: 

S. J. Res. 107. Joint resolution limiting the 
application of provisions of Federal law to 
counsel employed under Senate Resolution 46. 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT 

Mr.· LECOMPTE, from the Committee 
on House Adminlstration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, a bill 
of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 3029. An act to provide for the ac
quisition of a site and for preparation of 
plans and specifications for a courthouse to 
accommodate the United States Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia and the 
District Court. of the United States for the 
District ·of Columbia. 

ADJOURNMENT. 

_Mr. ·HALLECK; · Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do ·now adjourn. 

The motion was· agr_eed to; accordingiy 
<at 8 o'cl9qk .. ~n~-lh:mtn\lte's p. m.) the 
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Hou.S~ ·a<i.fouriied 'until tomorrow, Thurs
day, May 29, 1g47, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECliJTIVE COMMU~ICATION~, ETC. 
Under c1ause 2 of rule XXIV, execu

tive communications.· were taken from 
the Speaker(s 'table and referred as fol-
lows: · 

715. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a lett er from the Chief of 
Engineers, United St ates Army, dated De
cember 30, . 1946, submitting a report, to
gether with accompanying papers and illus
trations, on a review of reports on Green
wich Harbor, Conn., requested by a resolu
tion of the Committee on Rivers and Har
bors, House of Representatives, adopted on · 
April 24, 1945 .1(H. Doc. No. 272); to the Com
mittee on Public Works and ordered to be 
printed, with two illustrations. 

716. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a l~Uer from the Chief of En
gineers, United States Army, dated March 11, 
1947, submitting a report, together with ac
companying papers and· an illustration, on a 
prelimina:~;y examin~tion and survey of Rock 

· Hall (Rockhall) Harbor, Kent County, Md., 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act ap
proved on March 2, 1945 (H. Doc. No. 273); 
to the Committee on Public Works an-d 
ordered to be printed, with an illustration. 

717. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a letter from the Chief of En
gineers, United ·states Army, dated October 
31, 1946, submitting a~ interim report, t<?
gether with accompanying papers and illus
·trations, on a prelimina,ry examination and 
survey for flood control .at the city of Tucson, 
Ariz., and vicinity; in accordance with the· 
Fl0od Control' Act approved on June 2~, 1938, 
which authorizes a preliminary examination 
and survey of Gila River and tributaries, 
Arizona and New Mexico (H. Doc. No. 274) ; 
to the Committee on Public Works and or
dered to be printed, with th):'ee illustrations. 

718. A letter from the Secretary of War, 
transmitting a letter from the Chief of En
gineers, United States Army, dated Janu
ary 2, 1947, submitting a report, together 
with accompanying papers and illustrations, 
on a preliminary examination and survey of 
Little Sioux· River, Iowa, authorized by the 
Flood Control Act approved on August 28, 
1937 (H. Doc. No. 275) ; to the Committee 
on Public Works and ordered to be printed, 
with two tllustrations. 

REPORT$ OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC 
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. ROSS: Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries. House Report No. 333 (pt. II) • 
Supplemental report to accompany H. R. 673. 
A bill to repeal certain provisions authorizing 
the establishing of priorities in transporta
tion by merchant vessels. Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California: Committee on 
Armed Services. H. R. 3251. A bill to amend 
the act of July 24, 1941 (55 Stat. 603), as 
amended, so as to authorize naval retiring 
boards to consider the cases of certain of
fleers, and for ether purposes; with an amend
ment (Rept. No. 477). Referred to the Com
mittee of tl1e Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. GOSSE'IT: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 3149. A bill to amend the act 
approved December 28, 1945 (Public Law 271, 
79th Cong.) , en titled "An _act to expedite the 
admission to the Vnited States of alien 
spouses and alien ininor children of citizen 
members of the United States armed forces": 

with an amendment (Rept. No. 478) . Re
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. GOSSETT: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 3398. A bill to extend the pe
riod of validity of the act to facilitate the 
admission into the United States of the allen 
fiancees or fiances of members of the armed 
forces of the United States; without amend
ment (Rept. No. 479). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. ANDREWS of New York: Committee 
on Armed Services. H. R. 3629. A bill · to 
authorize the transfer to the Panama Canal 
of property .which is surplus to the needs of 
the War Depru·tment or Navy Department; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 480). Re
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on· the State of the Union. 

Mr. DONDERO: Committee on Public 
Works. H. R. 3072. A bill to authorize the 
preparation of prellminary plans and esti
mates of cost of for the erection-of an addi
tion or extension to the House Office Build
ings and the remodeling of the fifth floor of 
the Old House Office Building; with an 
amendment (Rept. No. 481). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. BLACKNEY: Committee on Armed 
Services. H. R. 2314. A bill to amend sec
tion 12 of the ·Naval Aviation Cadet· Act of 
1942, as amended, so as to authorize 'lUmp
sum payments under the said act to the 
survivors of deceased officers without ad
ministration of estates; with an amendment 
(Rep.t. No. 482). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. ELSTON: Committee on Armed Serv
ices. H. R. 1845'. A bill to amend section 371, · 
title 10, United States Code (military leave 
for Federal employees); with an amendment 
(Rept. No. 483). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under · clause 3 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally ref~rred as follows: 

Mr. GROSS: 
H. R. 3645. A bill relating to the exchange 

of certain private and Federal properties 
within Gettysburg National Military Park, 
Pa., and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Public Lands. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Illinois: 
H. R. 3646. A bill to provide equita~le re

lief to contractors supplying dairy products 
to armed forces; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. MICHENER (by request) : 
H. R . 3647. A blll to extend certain powers 

of the President under title III of the Second 
War Powers Act; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. · 

By Mr. REED of New York: 
H. R. 3648. · A bill to amend section 3406 

(a) (4) of the Internal Revenue Code; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SCHWABE of Oklahoma: 
H. R. 3649. A b111 to amend the Revenue 

· Act of 1945; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PATTERSON: 
H. R. 3650. A b111 to amend Veterans Reg

ulation No. 1 (a), part I, as amended, to 
establish a conclusive presumption of ·serv
ice incurrence of tropical diseases; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. MILLS: 
H. R. 3651. A bill to amend the act of De

cember 5, 1945, entitled "An act granting 
travel pay and other allowances to certain 
soldiers of the war with Spain and the 
Philippine Insurrection who were discharged 
in :!;he Ph111ppine Islands"; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. · 

. By Mr. ROBERTSON: 
H. R. 3652. A blll to provide for .the trans

fer of title·to certain temporary housing and 

facilities to educational institutions, States 
and political subdivisions thereof, local pub
lic agencies, and nonprofit organizations hav
ing possession of such housing and facilities; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. SIMPSON of Pennsylvania: 
H. R. 3653. A bill allowing a credit against 

the additional estate tax for inheritance, 
estate, legacy, or succession t axes paid to any 
State; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. CRAVENS: 
H. R. 3654. A bill to amend section 6 of 

Public Law 526, Seventy-ninth Congress, sec
ond session, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

By Mr. BROOKS: 
H. R. 3-655. A bill to provide for the selec

tion and elimination and retirement of offi
cers of the Regular Armry, and to provide re
tirement benefits for members of the Re
serv~ components of the Army of the United 
States, United States Navy and Marine Corps, 
and Coast Guard; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. DONOHUE: 
H. R. 3656. A biil to permit holders of bonds 

issued under the Armed Forces Leave 'Act of 
1946 to assign such bonds for the purpose of 
making payment on certain loans guaranteed 
under the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 
1944; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. TOWE: -
H. R. 3657. A bill to provide for a Board of 

Visitors to the United States Naval Academy 
and for a Board of Visitors to the United 
States Military Academy, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. HOWELL: . 
· H. R. 3658. A bill to amend paragraph (1) 

of section 2 of the Securities Act of 1933, 
as amended, relating to the definition of the 
terp1 ""security" contained therein; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce: 

By Mr. LANDIS: 
H. R. 3659. A bill to raise the minimum 

wage standards of the Fair Labor Standards 
Act of 1938; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. HAND: 
H. R. 3660. A bill to establish a National 

Superhighway Commission in order to pro
vide for the making of plans and surveys 
for the construction of a national superhigh
way system; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

By Mr. JUDD: 
H. R. 3661. A bill to direct the Secretary 

of the Interior to assist in the establishment 
in Minneapolis, Minn., of a home and recrea
tional center for American Indian girls; to 
the Committee on Public Lands. 

By Mr. KNUTSON: 
H. J. Res. 210. Joint resolution to extend 

the time for the release, free of estate and 
gift tax, of certain powers, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis
lature of the State of California, memorializ
ing the President and the Congress of the 
United States to refuse passage of H. R. 
2876, creating a Redwood National Park and a 
national forest area in California; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as f<?llows: 

By Mr. COUDERT: 
H. R. 3662. A bill for the relief of Col. W. M. 

Chubb; to the Committee on: tlie Judiciary. 
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By Mr. ELSAESSER: _ 

H. R. 3663. A bill for the relief of Luke 
Mauriello; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. 

By Mr. FORAND: 
H. R. 3664. A bill for the relief of Walter 

F.· Zagrodny; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

- By Mr. GORSKI: 
H. R. 3665. A bill for the relief of Adam 

Stefan Hawrylak; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HART (by request): 
H. R. 3666. A bill for the relief of Universal 

Steamship Co.. for losses sustained due to 
the interruption of a voyage of the Ameri
can schooner Ninette M. Porcella, by reason 
of a Presidential proclamation, effective Sep-

. tember 28, 1917, forbidding sailing vessels 
from entering the war zone; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 3667. A bill for the relief of S. H. 
Brown and M. Brown, also known as the 
Univers~tl Steamship Co., a Georgia corpora
tion, to cover the loss of their bark Brown 
Brothers, destroyed by a German raider dur
ing the World War; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

581. By Mr. PATMAN: Petition of John W. 
Goodwin and 41 other citizens of Cass and 
Bowie Counties, Tex., favoring the passage 
of S. 265, a bill to prevent the interstate 
transmission of advertising of all alcoholic 
beverages and t!le broadcasting of such 
advertising by meaJ?-S of radio; to th~ Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

582. By Mr. GWYNNE of Iowa: Petition of 
Mrs. C. A. Borden and others of the city of 
Waterloo, Iowa, protesting against compul
sory universal m111tary training; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

583. By the SPEAKER-: Petition of the 
chairman, Union Republican Progressive 
Party of Puerto Rico, petitioning considera
tion of their resolution with reference to 
amendments to H. R. 3309; to the Committee 
on Public Lands. 

684. Also; petition of the Engineers' Club 
· of Minneapolis, petitioning consideration of 

their resolution with reference to apprecia
tion for the restoration of the name Hoover 
Dam; to the Committee on Public Lands. 

685. Also, petition of Branch Local No. 23, 
Patrolmen's Benevolent Association, New 
Brunswick, N. J., petitioning consideration 
of their resolution with reference to endorse
ment of H. R. 1613; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

586. Also, petition of the members of the 
· Valdosta Townsend Club, No. 2, Valdosta, 
Ga., petitioning consideration of their reso
lution with reference to endorsement of the 
Townsend plan, H. R. 16; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. ' 

587. Also, petition of the Associated Town
send Clubs of Hillsborough County, Fla., 
petitioning consideration of their resolution 
with reference to endorsement of the Town-

. send plan, H. R. 16; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

588. Also, petition of the Brotherhood of 
RaUway and Steamship Clerks, petitioning 
consideration of their "resolution with ref
erence to endorsement of legislation amend
ing the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938; 
to the Committee on Education and Labor. 

689. Also, petitlor.. ~f Aquinas Council, No. 
757, Knights of Columbus, petitioning con
sideration of their resolution with reference 

-to endorsement of .t"l:le Sasscer b111, to make 
Good Friday a Fedel'al legal holiday; to the 
Committee on th~ _Judiciary. 

_- SENATE 
THURSDAY, MAY 29, 1947 

<Legislative day of Monday, April 21, 
1947) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
. on t~e expiration of the recess. 

Dr. Edward Hughes Pruden, :Pastor, 
First Baptist Church, Washington, D. C., 

· offered the following prayer: 

A resol~tlo~ adopt~d _bY. ·the :tfnio~ ~pub
lican Progressive Party of Puerto-Rico, San 
Juan, P. R., favoring 'an ·amendment · to the 
Organic Act of Puerto "Rico providing for the 
election of .. a Governor _ by the citizens of 
Puerto Rico; to the C'o:Dl:~ittee on Public 
Lands. ·, 

A resolution adopted-"by~ the Union Repub
lican Progresstv~ Party 6t · P,uerto Rico, San 
Juan, P.R., favoring tht;l enactment of the so

. called Langer bill granting statehood to 
Puerto Rico; to the. Committee on Public 
Lands. · 

"PROHIBITION AGAINST LIQUOR . 
Our God and Father, we thank Thee ADVERT.ISING 

. that amidst the changing scenes of our Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I ask 
earthly existence -. there stands One 
among us who is the same yesterday, unanimous consent to present for appro-
today, and forever. Save us, we pray priate reference and to have printed in 
Thee, from the folly of assuming that the RECORD a resolution adopted by the 
changing circumstances affect the un- New York East Annual Conference of the 
changing truths upon which our Nation Methodist Churc~ on May 18, 194'7, fa
has been. founded. Today we would re- voring the enactment of Senate bill 265, 
dedicate ourselves to those sacred ideals ' to prohibit the· transportation-.of ·alec
which were so much a part of our found- · holic-beverage advertising in interstate 
ing fathers' very existence, and which in commerce. 
turn made America great. There being no objection, the resolu-

As we begin this day's work, we look tion was received, referred to the Com .. 
to Thee for the illumination of Thy mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
spirit, knowing that Thou art the source merce, apd ordered to be printed in the 

·of all our sufficiency, P,nd that apart from RECORD, as follows: · 
Thee we can do nothing. !Je it resolved, That. tli~{NeW,Yorlt East '.An-

Through Jesus Christ our Lora· we nual Conference of the Meth<><ll.st Church go 
pray. Amen. on record as favoring the passage ot bills. 265, 

, THE JOURNAL. · PY, Senat_or ART~ C;AJ?PBR, ot.Kansas;to pro-
hibit the transportation- in. interstate com-

. On request of ~. WHITE, and by merce of advertisements ol" alcoholic bever-
unanimous consen;t, the reading .. Of _the · ·. ages; ~d for : other · purPQ$es;· that the sec
Journal of Wednesday, May 28, 1947 retary ()f this co~erel!C~" ~~nd · notice oi "this 

. was dispensed with, and; t~e Journai .~· .. acti()!l ·_.to Se~ator _ART~~ ,q~~;- Senator 
was approved. ·WaLU'cE H. WHtTE, Ja.; cb:alrmali of the sen-

.· • ~~- C.o:t;nmttte_e .. 9~ , ~r>;tet;.s~~ .and Foreign 
MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDE1'fl' ·commerde; Senators "ROBERflF. WAGNER and 

Messagesln writing fromthf!Pi:esident . lRVINq lvES, 9f New York;. and Senators RAY
of the United States submitting nOmina- , 'MoNo BALDWIN and Banm McMAHc>N~ of Con

. necticut; and that the ministers of our con-
tions were communicated to the Senate terence be urged •to take action 1Ii their re-
by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries. spective churches to build up active support 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE for this measure by petitions, letters, and 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 

· of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 1) to 
reduce individual income-tax payments; 
agreed to the conference asked by the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. KNUT
SON, Mr. REED of New York, Mr. WOOD-

. RUFF, Mr. DaUGHTON', and· Mr. COOPER 
were appointed managers on the part of 
the House at the conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed a · bill <H. R." 3601) 
making appropriations for the Depart

. ment of Agriculture for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1948, and for other pur-· 
poses, in which it requested the concur
rence of the Senate. .. 

PETITIONS 

Petitions, etc., was laid before the Sen
ate and referred as indicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
Petitions of the members of the South 

Miami Townsend Club, No. 1, and the mem
bers of the Associated Townsend Clubs of 
Hillsborough County", both in the State of 
Florida, praying for the enactment of the 
·so-called Townsend plan to provide old-ase 
assistance; to the Co~ttee on Finance. 

telegrams to the appropriate Senato~. 

ECONOMIC REHABILITATION OF GER-
MANY-RESOLUTION OF UNITED 
STA7'ES CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I pre
sent and ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a resolution en
titled "Economic Rehabilitation of Ger
many," which was adopted at the thirty
fifth annual meeting of the United States 
Chamber ot Commerce, Washington, 
D: Q . 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECOR,D, as follows: · · 

ECONOMIC REHABU.ITATION OF GERMANY 

World prosperity is the fortunate conse
quence of high productivity. But high pro

-ductivity in any country requires surround
ing conditions adequate for and conducive 
to creati_ng in men's minds and souls a will
ingness to work and toil for objectives worth 
the struggle and sacrifice for their attain
ment. 

The rapid acceleration of Germany's ruin is 
leading to the desperate readiness of the 
:German peo.Ple to accept even communism 
as an escape from political, economic, and 
social chaos. 

The shifting sands of destiny and the fatal 
course of history have transferred to new 

· ar~as, west and east, the· world's polltlcal and 
-economiC-cent~s Qj_ graVity.. Notwtthstand-
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